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ABSTRACT 


The purpose of the study was to explore the intraorganizational 
relationship between organizational effectiveness and the selected 
organizational characteristics of structure and work technology in a 
post-secondary institution. A review of related literature and 
research indicated that, within effective organizations, the technology 
was a good predictor of structure; furthermore, there was evidence 
that there were intraorganizational differences in the work technology, 
the structure and the effectiveness of larger organizations. 

A conceptual framework of the relationships between and among 
technology, structure and effectiveness was constructed. A facet 
design approach was employed in examining the relationships between 
and among the various combinations of structural and technology 
variables. For the purposes of the study, it was assumed that organi- 
zational effectiveness would be higher for the combinations of indepen- 
dent variables—technology and structure—judged to be compatible on 
the basis of organizational theory and applied logic. The result was 
nine experimental hypotheses regarding the relationships between 
structural and technology variables when effectiveness was the depen- 
dent variable. 

A questionnaire was used to collect perceptual data from all 
fulltime personnel engaged in the principal task or tasks of depart- 
ments in Lethbridge Community College with a minimum of four fulltime 
staff members. The perceptual data related to the following variables: 
Exceptions and Search, the two technology variables; Formalization and 


Expertise, the two structural variables; and Productivity, Adaptability 
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and Overall Effectiveness, the three effectiveness variables. 

The primary test of the nine experimental hypotheses was in 
relation to the twelve departments in the study. While only partial 
support was found for a number of the experimental hypotheses, several 
general trends were detected. Perceived effectiveness tended to be 
higher in departments when the emphasis on the structural variable, 
Formalization, was low. Perceived effectiveness tended to be higher 
in departments in which the number of Exceptional Cases Encountered, 

a technology variable, was high. In relation to the archetypal tech- 
nologies, perceived effectiveness tended to be higher in departments 
with Routine and Nonroutine technologies when the structure was 
characterized by low Formalization and high Expertise. 

The secondary test of the nine experimental hypotheses was in 
relation to individual respondent data. Using a two-way analysis of 
variance technique to test a series of research hypotheses, little 
support was obtained for the hypothesized interactions between pairs 
of independent variables. However, a number of significant main 
effects on the independent variables of Expertise and Exceptions were 
obtained when effectiveness was the dependent variable. Perceived 
effectiveness also tended to be higher when respondents perceived the 
emphasis on the structural variable, Expertise, to be high. Perceived 
effectiveness also tended to be higher when respondents perceived that 
the number of Exceptional Cases Encountered, a technology variable, 
was high as well. In relation to both Routine and Nonroutine tech- 
nologies, respondents tended to perceive effectiveness to be higher 
when they perceived the structure of their departments to be low on 
Formalization and high on Expertise. 
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FIGURE 


12. Relationship between Formalization and 
Expertise on the Basis of Marginal Mean 
Scores of Adaptability for Individuals 
who Perceived their Work To Be Engineering 
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION 


A major function of management in organizations is to 
assist the organization in becoming as effective as possible. While 
a number of organizations may exist for the same purpose and engage 
in similar activities, conventional wisdom suggests that some are more 
effective in their undertakings than are others. How might the 
differences between effective and less effective organizations be 


explained in terms of organizational theory? 
foe, PURPOSE. OF “THE STUDY 


Post-secondary institutions, like all other kinds of organiza- 
tions may strive to become highly effective but would appear to do so 
with varying degrees of success. By understanding the relationships 
between those organizational characteristics which are under the 
control of post-secondary institutions and organizational effective- 
ness, it should be possible to identify what a given institution 
might do in order to increase its potential for effectiveness in the 
future. 

The purpose of the study is to explore the relationship 
between selected organizational characteristics and effectiveness in 
a post-secondary institutional setting in an attempt to clarify what 
relationships these selected characteristics might have to organiza- 


tional effectiveness. 


é 
} i x) 
me iw 
> 
ish) PN i ay ] 
z Na at ( ; a 
eo ; ; Vo Mae j 
BLOe 4h Neu rT 8 oT LOY ONE UN a Badal ih eee 
4) } i to ; \ ye a i 


Pig : My : 
etc ibsitt Se ey Que gy cement Mr vara tig she er, 
; rare : is 
1 : | 


4 


,, 
At 

i, 
° 


; U : 4 if at 
ST iS'2 SE ae it 3 OE Tee: mah "e A Tpts ra nena a 


i i 


Mi, | nat ied ai 
27? leas ey Ws iy a ly, + 2 iy a 
La St a i Mic iat as ree seg ae a ame 


bey pay 4 Bh ic) ie teas Bie ar an a 


* i a a b Ait 


ox 1) OL Ture heey Bees 7 (a a his et sealas vet gp 

lence eralt ily baal i us. ice 
5 

nad 


“ov TT) Thag IAS tee! oie i ce nag ea 


ois ae biey | @ 2p ante 7 ante Roa) 4 


a ne. 


Ti ri em Sey Lyaegas ~ion't 28: bg tft es gs! pesmi og ashe. al. 


Pee TRIS smth sim ts “cana ‘idole 
“ogtnersc of hia rtp am #315 Cx ene Heth Cohan ae u 


j 


: : | . “pe : 


BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 


Organizational effectiveness is a concept which is both elusive 
and illusive. According to Lawless (1972:5), "True organizational 
effectiveness is . . . a bit like the Holy Grail—never quite reachable 
but always challenging." Theory and research in the area of organiza- 
tional effectiveness have identified a number of factors which appear 
to have an effect upon the level of organizational effectiveness 
achieved but a number of these have been judged to be outside of the 
direct control of the organization. Insofar as there is probably 
little the organization can do about factors outside of its direct 
control, a more productive approach might be to concentrate attention 
upon those controllable organizational characteristics which appear 
to have an effect upon the level of organizational effectiveness 
achieved. By understanding the relationship between these controllable 
factors and effectiveness, it should be possible to manipulate them in 
order to increase the potential for organizational effectiveness in 
the future. Some leads as to the nature of such relationships can be 
drawn from an understanding of the nature of organizations themselves. 

Organization is a product of man's realization that he, alone, 
is unable to fulfill all of his own needs. As a result, man joins 
with others in various cooperative endeavours in order to achieve 
certain goals or fulfill particular needs and aspirations. The 
resulting organizations become Peal when, according to Schein 
(1970:9), they exhibit the following characteristics: 

. . . the rational coordination of the activities of a number of 


people for the achievement of some common explicit purpose or 
goal, through division of labor and function, and through a 
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hierarchy of authority and responsibility. 
Thus formal organizations are man-made tools for the planned, rational 
accomplishment of specified ends. 

Although all formal organizations exhibit the characteristics 
of explicit purpose, division of labour and hierarchy of authority in 
some form, they do not all exist for the same purposes. Blau and- 
Scott (1962) developed a classification system of formal organizations 
on the basis of their primary beneficiaries, as follows: 


1. Mutual benefit—benefit members (clubs, associations, 
unions) 


2. Business concerns—benefit owner-managers (stores, 
industries) 


3. Service organizations—benefit clients (schools, hospitals) 


4. Commonweal organizations—benefit all (police, fire 
departments) 


In order to survive, organizations must continue to be of value to 
their primary beneficiaries by meeting the Bee those who partici- 
pate in organizational activities as well as those who subscribe to, 
or benefit from, the goods or services produced. According to Schein 
(1970:18): 

To survive, the organization must continue to perform its 
primary task—the recruitment, proper utilization, motivation, 
and integration of the people in it. 

For this reason, man has devoted a good deal of attention to the ways 
in which organizations function. A major product of this attention 
has been the development of a reaper of organizational theories. 

While there are obvious differences in the specific perspec- 


tives of the various theories of organization, fundamental to all of 


them is the importance attached to the ways in which people are 
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organized and their activities are, or should be, structured and 
coordinated. In addition, as an organization grows and tends to 
become more complex, the organization of people and their activities 
appear to become a critical factor in determining, to some extent, 
how successful that organization will be in conducting its "planned 
transactions with the environment" (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1969:3). 
If the organizational structure is inappropriate, then the organiza- 
tion is Aot likely to be as successful or effective as it might 
otherwise be. 

In attempting to identify appropriate structural patterns for 
a given organization, one must contend with two sometimes-conflicting 
constraints. First, the organization requires a control structure 
which is conducive to the efficient and effective coordination of the 
functionally-differentiated activities of organizational members. 
Secondly, the organizational structure must be sufficiently flexible 
so as to permit, if not encourage, the adaptability and innovativeness 
necessary in order for the organization to cope successfully with 
changing needs in changing times. To date, developments in the field 
of organizational theory tend to underscore the probability that there 
is no 'one best way' of structuring organizations. In addition, 
Hall's (1969:395-402) work on intraorganizational structural variations 
suggests that, because there are variations in intraorganizational 
structure in many complex organizations, identification of appropriate 
organizational structures should be based more upon the notion of 
important variations within, rather than a uniformity throughout, 


organizations. 
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One rather promising approach to the resolution of some of the 
problems involved in identifying appropriate organizational structures 
may be found in the theory and research relating to technology. In 
general terms, technology may be characterized as the nature of the 
work done in organizations. Although technology has been conceived 
of in somewhat different terms by such people as Trist (1951), 

Burns (1960), Woodward (1965), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), Hickson, 
Pugh et al. (1969) and Perrow (1970), there would appear to be a basis 
for general agreement among these people that there are measurable 
differences in the work technology in various organizations and that 
different technologies require different structural arrangements. 
Furthermore, there would appear to be some evidence to suggest that, 
in effective organizations, the technology is a good predictor of 
structure. Woodward (1965), for example, found that, in the more 
successful manufacturing peeks studied, those organizations with 
Similar technologies were structured in a similar manner. 

Magnusen (1972) went one step further. He discovered that 
different technologies can and do coexist within the same organization. 
For example, a given organization has a highly routinized and 
mechanized production process. At the same time, there is a research 
and development department in the same organization which engages in 
highly nonroutine work. Any assessment of the technology of the 
whole organization would tend to mask those internal differences. 

If there are internal variations in the technology of a given 
organization, then it should follow that there are comparable 


variations in the internal structure of that organization as well. 
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In fact, insofar as there appears to be some kind of relationship 
between technology and structure, the overall effectiveness of the 
organization may depend to some extent upon there being different 
technology-structure matches within the organization in order to cope 
with variations in the nature of the work done by various component 
parts of the organization. 

It was this line of reasoning which led to the formulation 


of the purpose for this study. 
JUSTIFECATION FOR THE STUDY 


There are two broad areas of justification for this study. 
First, there is a need for further research regarding organizational 
effectiveness, technology and the possible interrelationship between 
technology and structure especially in what Blau and eae: (1962) have 
termed, “Service organizations." The second area of justification 
relates to the practical implications of the research findings to 
post-secondary institutions interested in increasing their potential 
for organizational effectiveness in the future. In short, this study 


appears justified on both theoretical and practical grounds. 


Need for Further Research 

Theory and research on the subject of organizational effective- 
ness tends to demonstrate a lack of consensus regarding (1) what 
organizational effectiveness is, (2) what the underlying dimensions 
of organizational effectiveness are, and (3) what relationships exist 
between organizational effectiveness and various organizational 


characteristics such as structure and the nature of the work done, 
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which shall be referred to as its technology. The work of such people 
as Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957), Georgopoulos and Mann (1962), 
Etzioni (1965), Woodward (1965), Seashore and Yuchtman (1967), Price 
(1968), Mott (1972) and Steers (1975) offers some guidance as to what 
organizational effectiveness is and how it relates to various organiza- 
tional characteristics. Much of the work done to date, however, has 
occurred in business or industrial settings but very little has been 
done in "Service organizations." 

Similarly, research in the area of technology has, to a major 
extent, been focused on business or industrial concerns where 
researchers have attempted to measure the technology of industrial 
processes. The closest any researchers have come to applying the 
technology perspective to educational institutions has been the 
work of such people as Derr and Gabarro (1972) who modified the 
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) approach and Newberry (1971), Heron (1973) 
and Kelsey (1973) who modified the Aston Study approach. 

As far as the interrelationship between technology and struc- 
ture is concerned, the little work which has been done to date has 
occurred almost exclusively in business or industrial concerns as 
well. According to Blau and Scott (1962), “service organizations" 
such as educational institutions are different from mutual benefit, 
business or commonweal organizations; therefore, findings regarding 
organizational effectiveness in business and industrial settings may 
have only partial applicability to service organizations. If this is 
so, then the relationship between various organizational character- 


istics and organizational effectiveness may be different and warrant 
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further investigation. 
The Effectiveness of Post-secondary 
Institutions 
The second area of justification for this study relates to 

the likelihood that post-secondary institutions could become more 
effective than they are at present in coping with internal problems 
and adapting to changes in their environment. Although post- 
secondary institutions face problems over which they have little con- 
trol, there are factors which appear to affect organizational 
effectiveness which are controllable. According to Likert (1967: 
149-150), organizational characteristics such as structure, management 
style, management strategies, organizational objectives and the tech- 
nologies employed are "causal variables" which Hersey and Blanchard 
(1972:96) Lea as: 

- ». . those factors which influence the course of developments 

within an organization and its results or accomplishments. 

These variables are those independent variables that can be 

altered or changed by the organization and its management and 

not variables beyond the control of the organization. 

This study spaeiveses the relationship between organizational 

effectiveness and the selected organizational characteristics of 
(1) structure and (2) technology, which is the nature of the work in 
a post-secondary institutional setting. On the basis of such an 
investigation, it is hoped that certain combinations of organizational 
characteristics can be identified which are associated with high levels 
of organizational effectiveness. Given this kind of information, a 


post-secondary institution might be able to pin-point what sorts of 


changes should be made to particular parts of its organizational 
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structure in order to improve the level of organizational effectiveness 


in the future. 
RESEARCH PROBLEMS 


The Problem 
What is the relationship between organizational effectiveness 
and selected organizational characteristics of structure and tech- 


nology in a post-secondary institution? 


Sub-problems 
In order to answer the question posed in the main problem, 
it was necessary to answer the following questions: 
1. What is the relationship between organizational effective- 
ness and organizational structure? 
2. What is the relationship between organizational effective- 
ness and the work technology? 
3. What is the relationship between organizational structure 


and work technology? 
4. What is the relationship between organizational effective- 


ness and the interaction between organizational structure 


and work technology? 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 


For the purposes of clarity and a common understanding, it Ss 
necessary to define the following terms as they are used in this study. 


Technology—perceptions of respondents regarding the nature of the 


work they do in their respective departments in terms of (1) the 
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number of exceptional cases encountered and (2) the extent of the 
search behaviour required to handle the exceptional cases. 
Exceptional Cases—the work demands, tasks or problems encountered 
which are somewhat unusual, out-of-the-ordinary or nonroutine in 
nature. 

Search Behaviour—the extent of the search required in order to find 
solutions or procedures for handling the exceptional cases encountered 
inp thes job. 

Craft Technology—the work technology characterized by (1) few excep- 
tional cases encountered and (2) extensive search behaviour required 
to handle exceptional cases encountered. 

Nonroutine Technology—the work technology characterized by (1) a 
high number of exceptional cases encountered and (2) an extensive 
search behaviour required. 

Engineering Technology—the work technology characterized by (1) a 
high number of exceptional cases encountered and (2) minimal search 
behaviour required. 

Routine Technology—the work technology characterized by (1) few 
exceptional cases encountered and (2) minimal search behaviour 
required. 

Tasks—the things which one is required to do in the job. 

Principal Tasks—the collectivity of tasks done by workers engaged 

in the work associated with the central purpose of the organizational 
subunit, as opposed to the job done by the support staff of that 


subunit. 
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Organizational Structure—perceptions of respondents regarding the 


extent to which their respective departments are bureaucratized. 
Emphasis on Formalization—a dimension of structure based upon the 
aggregation of responses on the four bureaucratic characteristics of 
(1) hierarchy of authority, (2) rules for members, (3) procedural 
specificity, and (4) impersonality, which Kolesar (1967) referred to 

as Concentration on Authority. 

Emphasis on Expertise—a dimension of structure based upon the aggrega- 
tion of responses on the two bureaucratic characteristics of (1) 
specialization and (2) technical competence. 

Organizational Effectiveness—perceptions of respondents regarding 

the (1) productivity and (2) adaptability of their respective depart- 
ments. 

Productivity—perceptions of respondents regarding the (1) quantity 
and (2) quality of the work done as well as the (3) efficiency with 
which the work is done in their.respective departments. 
Adaptability—perceptions of respondents regarding the extent to which 
people in their respective departments (1) are aware of new ideas and 
processes relating to the work they do, (2) adopt new ideas and 
processes in doing the work, (3) have developed suitable problem- 
solving strategies, and (4) are flexible in terms of being able to 


cope effectively with extra demands, work overloads or crash programs. 
ASSUMPTIONS 


This study is based upon the following assumptions: 


1. The perceptions of respondents regarding the technology, 
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structure and organizational effectiveness of their depart- 
ments were a valid means of measuring these variables. 

The departmental level of a post-secondary institution was 
an appropriate organizational level at which to assess the 
technology of a post-secondary institution. 

The measures of bureaucratic structure employed in this 
study were an appropriate means of describing the structure 
of departments in a post-secondary institution. 

The particular organizational effectiveness variables 
selected for use in the study were an appropriate means 

of assessing organizational effectiveness in departments 


of a post-secondary institution. 
DELIMITATIONS 


following are the delimitations of the study: 

The study was delimited to one community college in 
Alberta. 

The population of interest was delimited to all fulltime 
personnel engaged in the principal task or tasks of the 
fourteen departments in the selected community college 
which had a minimum of four fulltime members on staff. 
Organizational structure was delimited to the departmental 


level. 


Organizational effectiveness was delimited to the depart- 


mental level. 


Technology was delimited to the work done by fulltime 
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staff members engaged in the principal task or tasks at 


the departmental level. 
LIMITATIONS 


The preceding assumptions and delimitations represented certain 
limitations to the study. Other limitations can be stated. 

A major limitation of this study was its use of perceptions 
of respondents as a means of measuring technology, structure and 
organizational effectiveness. Perceptual data pose certain problems 
whenever they are used. First, perceptions are just that—they are 
not necessarily factual or objective in nature. Secondly, the per- 
ceptions of an individual are not necessarily an accurate reflection 
of the fact of his situation. His perceptions are based upon what he 
thinks the situation is for him and distortions are possible. The 
Thomas Theorem in sociology maintains that, "if people perceive some- 
thing to be real, it will be real for them in terms of its conse- 
quences." Insofar as this may be the case, respondents' perceptions 
were assumed to be a valid means of measuring the technology, structure 
and organizational effectiveness of departments in the selected 
community college. 

A second limitation of this study is the fact that it was 
delimited to one community college and therefore must be considered 
in many respects to be a eaee study. As a result, its findings must 
be viewed as exploratory within this limited context and could not 
be taken as a basis for generalization to other institutions in the 


system or to organizations in general. 
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A third limitation of this study arose from the previous one. 
By delimiting the study to one college in the system, the number of 
departments obtained was small. On the basis of such a small number 
of organizational units, it was not possible to test the hypotheses 
generated for use in the study as adequately as one might have 
preferred. 

A final limitation to the study was the volume of literature 
and research available on the concepts of technology, structure and 
organizational effectiveness on the one hand, and the lack of consensus 
among the various writers on the other regarding the concepts them- 
selves as well as the relationships between and among them. There 
appeared to be little agreement in the literature relating to tech- 
nology, eee tiona! structure and organizational effectiveness on 
how each was defined, how many dimensions or factors vane involved, 
what the names of these factors might be or how best to measure them. 
This was especially true in the case of "Service organizations" such 
aS educational institutions. Much of the related literature dealt 
with technology, structure and effectiveness in general, or in 
relation to business or industrial concerns. Blau and Scott (1962) 
maintained that educational institutions were different from business 
concerns but there was little material in the related literature which 
could be used as a guide in deciding which of the many 'schools of 
thought' on technology, structure and effectiveness might be most 


appropriate for use in a study of an educational institution. 
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OUTLINE OF THE STUDY 


This chapter outlines the main research problem and the sub- 
problems which were investigated and presents the justification for 
the study, the definitions of the terms used and the study's under- 
lying assumptions, delimitations and limitations. The remainder of 
the dissertation is organized as follows: 

Chapter 2—Review of Related Theory, Research and Literature. 

Chapter 3—The Conceptual Framework, Facet Design and Experimental 
Hypotheses. 

Chapter 4—Research Design, Instrument Selection and Development and 
Research Methodology. 

Chapter 5—Description of the College and the Respondents, 

Chapter 6—Research Findings in Relation to Departments. 

Chapter 7—Research Findings in Relation to Individual Respondents. 

Chapter 8—Summary, Conclusions, Implications and Suggestions for 


Further Study < 
SUMMARY 


While organizations may strive to become highly effective, they 
appear to do so with varying degrees of success. Research in the area 
of organizational effectiveness has tended to identify a number of 
factors which appear to affect the level of effectiveness achieved but 
many of these are outside of the direct control of the organization. 

As a result organizational efforts to increase effectiveness might be 


more productive if they were concentrated on those factors which are 


within the organization's direct control. 
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There was some evidence in the literature which suggested 
that within effective organizations the work technology was a good 
predictor of structure. On the basis of an assessment of the work 
technology, structure and effectiveness in a given organization, it 
might be possible to identify the characteristics of structure best 
Suited to different technologies using effectiveness as the criterion 
variable. The resulting patterns of structure and technology might 
serve as guides to administrators interested in improving the level 
of effectiveness in their organizations. 

The literature also suggested, however, that there can be 
multiple technologies as well as intraorganizational differences in 
structure within the same organization. Magnusen (1972) and Lynch 
(1973), for example, found that multiple technologies can exist 
within the same organization. Hall (1969) found that there can be 
important intraorganizational structural variations. It would follow 
that, within complex organizations, there are patterns of structure 
and technology which are associated with high effectiveness. If such 
patterns ee be found, they could serve as guides to administrators 
interested in improving effectiveness within the complex organizations 
for which they are responsible. 

This study had, asics. main concern,, the investigation of the 
relationship between organizational effectiveness and the selected 
organizational characteristics of technology and structure at the 
departmental level of a post-secondary institution in an attempt to 
clarify what relationships these selected characteristics might have 


to each other as well as to organizational effectiveness. 
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Underlying this study were a number of assumptions. It was 
assumed that perceptions of respondents on the work technology, 
structure and effectiveness were a valid means of measuring these 
variables. It was further assumed that departments were an appropriate 
organizational level at which to measure these variables. 

The study was a case study delimited to one community college 
in Alberta. The study was further delimited to those fulltime 
members of departments engaged in the principal task or tasks of 
departments in which there was a minimum of four fulltime staff 
members. Measurement of technology, structure and effectiveness was 
delimited to the departmental level. 

The major limitation of the study was its heavy dependence on 
perceptual data. The limitations posed by the exploratory nature of 
this case study were also acknowledged. The final limitation to the 
study was the lack of consensus in the literature regarding the tech- 
nology, structure and organizational effectiveness and the relation- 
ships between and among them, especially in the service organization 


setting such as educational institutions. 
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Chapter 2 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND THEORY 


The presentation of related literature and theory is divided 
into, four séctions: \(ctechnology, (2) organ#zational structure, 
(3) organizational effectiveness, and (4) rationale for the intra- 
organizational assessment of technology, structure and effectiveness. 
Each section presents a brief summary of the current state of know- 


ledge in the area. 
TECHNOLOGY: AN OVERVIEW 


The first organizational characteristic central to this study 
is technology. Although theorists and researchers such as Trist 
(1951), Woodward (1965), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), Hickson et al. 
(1969) and Perrow (1970) have tended to define operationally technology 
in different ways and have tended to employ somewhat different methods 
in assessing it, there would appear to be a basis for general agree- 
ment that technology relates to the nature of the work done. Further- 
more, there would appear to be some agreement that, in effective 
organizations, the technology is a good predictor of structure. 

In order to present a brief summary of the current state of 
knowledge regarding technology, it was useful to synthesize what is 


known into what appeared to be five "schools of thought" on technology. 


Socio-technical School 


The first school of thought on technology might be called the 
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socio-technical school. The principal figures in the socio-technical 
school were Trist, Burns and Stalker as well as others who conducted 
their work at the Tavistock Institute. 

Trist (1951) developed the socio-technical approach to study 
the effects of changes in technology in Northwest Durham coal mines. 
Essentially, Trist discovered that there was a need to view social 
and technological factors contingently if organizational effectiveness 
were to be maintained or achieved. Burns (1960) and Burns and 
Stalker (1961) developed the idea of "mechanistic" and "organismic" 
Management systems in relation to the technologies and structures of 
electronics firms. Their approach demonstrated that it is not enough 
for a business or industrial organization just to meet the firm's 
technical and economic needs. If such arrangements fail to complement 
the needs of the workers, the organization's efficiency and effective- 


ness will be adversely affected as a result. 


Production Process School 

A second school of thought on technology might be called 
production process. The principal figure in the production process 
school was Woodward. If one takes Perrow's (1973:9) observation 
literally, Woodward (1965) founded the production process school of 
technology almost by accident. Woodward's research was initially 
concerned with testing a series of hypotheses based upon the classical 
principles of scientific management in industry. Her data were not 
supportive of her original hypotheses. In alternative analyses of 
her data, Woodward discovered similarities in the technological 


complexity of the industries studied which she identified as (1) small 
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batch, (2) mass production, and (3) continuous process. In the more 
effective organizations classified by production process employed, 
she discovered a strong relationship between the technology and the 
structure. Her work was’ instrumental in establishing a basis upon 


which diverse industrial organizations could be analysed. 


Contingency School 

A third school of thought on technology might be called the 
contingency school. The principal figures in this school of technology 
were Thompson, Lawrence and Lorsch. Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) 
approached technology from the point of view of the effect of the 
environment on the nature of the task and the structure which resulted. 
Drawing from the work of Woodward (1965), Thompson (1967) and Burns 
and Stalker (1961), Lawrence and Lorsch attempted to provide "a more 
comprehensive analytic framework for working on structural design 
problems" (Lorsch, 1970:5). They viewed organizations as "open 
systems capable of internal differentiation and developed a contin- 
gency model for studying the relationships between environment and 
internally differentiated complex structures" (Derr and Gabarro, 

Oe 2 « 

Unlike other theorists, Lawrence and Lorsch recognized that 
some subunits of an organization could be different from other sub- 
units and developed a model which was based on two central concepts— 
differentiation and integration. They defined differentiation as "the 
difference in cognitive and emotional orientations among managers in 
different functional departments and differences in formal structure 


among these departments" and integration as "the quality of the state 
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of collaboration that exists among departments that are required to 
achieve unity of effort by the environment" (Lawrence and Lorsch, 
1967:11). Perrow (1972:170) observed that Lawrence and Lorsch 
appeared to equate 'technology' with 'environment.' Thus, Lawrence 
and Lorsch contributed the idea of assessing intraorganizational 
technology to the further development of the concept. 

Derr and Gabarro (1972) successfully applied Lawrence and 
Lorsch's theory to the Boston and Chilean school systems respectively 
and further supported the utility of the Lawrence and Lorsch approach 
to organizational analysis through assessment of organizational 


technology. 


Work-flow School 

A fourth school of thought on technology might be called the 
work-flow school. The principal figures inthis school of technology 
were associated with the Aston Studies. The Aston Studies, under the 


direction of Hickson et al. (1969), appear to have been an outgrowth 


of the approach developed by Woodward in analysing production processes 


at the system level. The Aston Studies deserve consideration as a 
separate school of thought on technology in major part because of the 
work done at the University of Alberta by such people as Newberry 
(1971), Heron (1972) and Kelsey (1973). These University of Alberta 
researchers modified and adapted the Aston approach for use in various 
parts of the educational system. The major focus of the Aston school 
is on a detailed analysis of the nature and characteristics of the 
work-flow. A researcher using this approach to the assessment of 


technology conducts extensive interviews with senior management 
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personnel in a given organization, or group of organizations, in order 
to develop a detailed understanding of the nature of the work-flow in 
that organizational setting. In this way, the technology of an 


organization is ascertained. 


Individual Task School 

A final school of thought on technology might be called 
individual task. Perrow (1967; 1970) may be fairly regarded as the 
key figure in the individual task approach to the assessment of 
technology although the work of Hage and Aiken (1969) on an assessment 
of "overall routineness" contributed to this school of thought as well. 
Perrow's model for the assessment of technology was intended to over- 
come the industrial bias common to other approaches and, in doing so, 
permitted the comparison of technologies in diverse types of organiza- 
tions at the same time. 

Perrow'’s (1967:195) definition of technology reflects the 
somewhat generic nature of his approach to the concept. He defined 
technology as follows: 

- - . the actions an individual performs on an object, with or 
without the aid of tools or mechanical devices, in order to 
make some change in the object. The object or 'raw material’ 
may be a living being, human or otherwise, a symbol or an 
inanimate object. 
Perrow (1967:196) maintained that the 'technology' of a job entailed 
two factors: (1) the number of exceptional cases encountered in the 
job and (2) the nature of the search behaviour employed by the 
individual when faced with a task. The concept of exceptional cases 


encountered involves the number of out-of-the-ordinary things which 


come up in the job as compared with the routine, everyday tasks. The 
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more routine the job, the fewer the exceptions encountered in all 
likelihood. The concept of "search behaviour" poses some problems, 
however. Perrow (1970:76) explained search behaviour in this way. 
The individual receives a stimulus—he is faced with a task which 
must be done—and he acts. He "searches" his mind for an appropriate 
way in which to handle the task; this Perrow termed "search 
behaviour." If the task is familiar and he has learned how to handle 
this sort of thing in the past, very little search behaviour is 
required to come up with a way to handle the task. If asked, the 
individual would probably be able to explain how he arrived at the 
solution in relatively simple terms. On the other hand, if the task 
turns out to be unfamiliar, then a much more extensive and difficult 
to analyse search behaviour occurs. The individual must "rely upon 
a residue of something we do not understand all that yo eenpar tence 
judgement, knack, wisdom, intuition" (Perrow, 1970:76). This is what 
Perrow meant when he referred to unanalysable search. 

Using these two dimensions of Exceptions and Search, Perrow 
constructed a matrix which is presented in Figure 1. Perrow labeled 
the technologies obtained in the four cells as (1) Craft, (2) Non- 


routine, (3) Engineering and (4) Routine. 


Craft technology. Organizations with a craft technology would 
be similar to the craft guilds of the Middle Ages or some specialty 
businesses today. The majority of workers would be skilled craftsmen 
engaged in craft activities. The work would be characterized by 
relatively few exceptional cases encountered. These exceptional cases, 


when they did occur however, would necessitate a fairly extensive and 
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Figure 1. Perrow's Technology Construct 
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difficult to analyse search behaviour on the part of the individual. 


Nonroutine technology. Organizations with a nonroutine tech- 
nology would include such things as Research and Development units and 
Consulting firms. The majority of workers would be well educated indi- 
viduals with particular talents and expertise which could be pooled to 
cope with larger tasks. The work would be Bie eMerteea by many excep- 
tional cases encountered. The exceptional cases would necessitate a 
fairly extensive and difficult to analyse search behaviour on the part 


of the individual. 


Engineering technology. Organizations with an engineering 
technology would include such things as engineering firms and computing 
centres. The workers would be a mixture of well educated specialists 
and tradesmen or technicians. The work would be characterized by many 
exceptional cases encountered. Because procedures were already 
available for handling most of these exceptions should they occur, 
the exceptional cases would not require very extensive search behaviour 


on the part of the individual. 


Routine technology. Organizations with a routine technology 
would include the majority of businesses and industries which utilize 
standardized production processes such as refineries, automobile manu- 
facturer and insurance companies. The workers would probably have an 
average education and a command of the basic skills. The work would 
be characterized by few exceptional cases encountered. For the few 
exceptional cases which did come up, a relatively simple and easily 


analysed search behaviour would be required on the part of workers, 
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The work of Magnusen (1972) and Lynch (1973), using Perrow's 
construct, tended to support Perrow's theory of technology. Magnusen 
(1972) discovered that the fourteen medium-sized manufacturing firms he 
studied were primarily classifiable as having either routine or non- 
routine technologies and dropped both the craft and engineering tech- 
nologies from further consideration. In examining his data, however, 
Magnusen (1973:25-26) observed that assessment of the technology of 
whole organizations tended to mask intraorganizational differences in 
the technology of subunits such as production departments and research 
and Soe departments, for example. Magnusen (1973:25) criti- 
cized the Perrow construct on the basis that it overlooked the possi- 
bility of multiple technologies within the same organization. 

Lynch. (1973) ‘took thus criticism: of Perrow's construct and 
demonstrated that it could be employed in such a way so as to provide 
for the possibility of multiple technologies within the same organiza- 
tion. Lynch (1974:346-348), in her study of five functionally differ- 
entiated departments in academic libraries, found that departments with 
similar functions tended to cluster together on the basis of their 
technology. Although perhaps only implicitly, Lynch would appear to 
have demonstrated the applicability of Perrow's theory of technology 
to the assessment of multiple technologies in the same organization. 

After a detailed examination of each of the approaches to 
technology described in this chapter, it was decided that the one 
developed by Perrow was appropriate for use in this study. First of 
all, it was the most generic in nature of all of the approaches 


because it dealt with two factors at the individual level. Secondly, 
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of all of the approaches, this one appeared to be the most easily 
operationalized and administered. Thirdly, the work of Lynch (1973) 
had demonstrated that Perrow's approach to technology could be used 
at the departmental level. 

Having settled on a means of measuring the technology in a 
post-secondary institution, the next task was finding an approach to 
measuring and describing organizational structure which would be 


appropriate in this study. 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 


The second organizational characteristic central to this study 
is organizational structure. However conceived and described, a con- 
cern for the structure of organizations would appear to be fundamental 


to virtually all theories of organization. As Hall (1972:105-106) noted: 


Structure is a fact in any organization and is the point from 
which analyses of most facets of organizational life must begin. 
While it is possible to study goals without much concern for 
structure, it would be fruitless to examine effectiveness without 
considering the various structural arrangements that might be 
related to different forms of effectiveness. 


Before examining the various schools of thought on the subject of 
organizational structure, it would be useful to look at some of the 


problems of definition which emerge from the literature regarding 


structure. 


Problems of Definition 

There are, perhaps, as many definitions of structure as there 
are people who are concerned with it. For example, Kast and 
Rosenzweig (1970:170) defined organizational structure as ekg ia? “EO 
established pattern of relationships among the components or parts 


of the organization." March and Simon (1958:190), working from a 
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behavioural perspective, defined structure as follows: 
- + - consisting simply of those aspects of the pattern of 
behavior in the organization that are relatively stable and 
that change more slowly. 
From a systems perspective, Miller (1965:209) defined organizational 
structure as, ". . . the arrangements of its subsystems and components 
in three-dimensional space at a given moment in time." Allport 
(1962:3), using a social systems approach, defined organizational 
structure as _ process which involves: 
- - - the structuring of events or happenings rather than 
physical parts and [the organization] has no structure apart 
from its functioning. 
Katz and Kahn (1966:31), in attempting to make Allport's idea of 
structure.a little easier to conceptualize, defined organizational 
structure as, ". . . the buildings, the technological equipment, and 
the people they contain." 

While all of these definitions of structure suggest certain 
things in common, Thompson's (1967:51) definition appeared to be both 
generic in nature and appropriate to almost every context. He 
defined structure as, ". .. the internal differentiation and pat- 
terning of relationships." Even after a definition of structure is 
adopted, however, the difficulties associated with deciding among 
alternative schools of thought on the subject and identifying the 


underlying dimensions of structure for research purposes still remain. 


Dimensions of Organizational Structure 


According to social systems theorists such as Katz and Kahn 
(1966:30-70), for example, organizational structure and function are 
inseparable concepts. On the horizontal work-flow dimension, 


structure is viewed as being made up of five subsystems: (1) production 
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or technical, (2) production support, (3) maintenance, (4) adaptive, 
and (5) managerial. On the vertical dimension, systems theorists 

speak of the hierarchical arrangements which relate, in part, to the 
managerial subsystem but "not completely overlapping it" (Katz and 
Kahn, 1966:83). This dimension is associated with such things as the 
allocation and distribution of power, prestige and privilege. Analysis 
of organizational structure from the systems perspective is a complex 
and difficult task. 

The structure of organizations from a bureaucratic perspective 
appeared to be a more traditional and rational approach. Based on 
the characteristics of bureaucratic structure identified by Weber 
(1947), numerous researchers and theorists have explored organizational 
structure from this perspective. The result, as underscored by Ratsoy 
(1974), has been a plethora of claims as to the actual number and 
names applied to the underlying structural dimensions identified. 

Hall (1961), in summarizing the work of a number of researchers 
such as Merton (1940), Udy (1959), Parsons (1959) among others, con- 
cluded that there were six underlying dimensions to bureaucratic 
structure which could be labelled (1) hierarchy of authority, (2) 
division of labor, (3) behavioral rules, (4) a system of procedures, 

(5) impersonality, and (6) emphasis on competence. MacKay (1964), 
using Hall's work as his starting point, found that these six 
dimensions of organizational structure were present in schools. 
MacKay (1964:76) discovered, however, that there was an inverse 
relationship between emphasis on technical competence and the first 


five dimensions which he attributed to the existence of professional 
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staff members in such organizations. Kolesar (1967), using MacKay's 
work as his starting point, identified the six dimensions of bureau- 
cratic structure as (1) hierarchy of authority, (2) rules for members, 
(3) procedural specificity, (4) impersonality, (5) specialization, and 
(6) emphasis on technical competence. On the basis of a factor 
analysis of his data, Kolesar discovered that these six variables 
could be reduced to two dimensions: (1) concentration on authority, 
which incorporated the first four variables, and (2) emphasis on 
expertise, which incorporated specialization and emphasis on technical 
competence. Subsequent research by such people as Anderson (1968) and 
Punch (1970) further corroborated the idea of two underlying dimensions 
of bureaucratic structure. 

Other researchers and theorists in the area of organizational 
structure have come to slightly different conclusions regarding the 
number and names of structural dimensions. Hickson et al. (1969), 
for example, maintained that there were six dimensions to organiza- 
tional structure: (1) specialization, (2) formalization, (3) standard- 
ization, (4) centralization, (5) ‘configuration, and*(6) rtlexibility. 
Inkson et al. (1970) claimed to have reduced these six dimensions to 
two which they termed (1) structuring of activities, and (2) concen- 
tration on authority. 

Hage and Aiken (1966) suggested that organizational structure 
had three dimensions: (1) centralization, (2) formalization, and 
(3) complexity. Applying Hage and Aiken's work to an educational 
setting, Bishop and George (1973) found evidence to support the three 


dimensions of structure identified by Hage and Aiken but maintained 
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that a fourth dimension, which they termed professional latitude or 
autonomy, was also present. 

Lorsch (1970:1) maintained that a distinction should be drawn 
between what he termed "basic structure" and "operating mechanisms" 
which are used to "implement and reinforce this basic structure." 
According to Lorsch, "basic structure" incorporates such things as 
division of labour, specialization of both task and function, reporting 
relationships and so on. "Operating mechanisms" include such things 
as rules governing members' activities, control and work procedures, 
spatial arrangements and the reward-compensation system. Kast and 
Rosenzweig (1970:171-172) offered a similar classification system for 
distinguishing among elements involved in the structure of organiza- 
tions. 

Perrow (1970:81) described four dimensions of organizational 
structure which he called (1) discretion of individuals, (2) distribu- 
tion of power, (3) nature of in-group coordination, and (4) nature of 
intergroup interdependence. 

Hall (1972:108), after examining a large number of research 
studies relating to organizational structure, concluded that there 
were three dimensions to structure under which everything else could 
be grouped: (1) size, (2) complexity, and (3) formalization. As Hall 
(1972:108) noted, however: "Any choice made under these circum- 
stances [describing or measuring organizational structure] is somewhat 
arbitrary." 

For the purposes of this study, it was decided that the 


bureaucratic approach to structure similar to the one developed by 
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MacKay (1964) and used by Kolesar (1967) was appropriate. First of 
all, the college in which the study was conducted was organized along 
bureaucratic lines according to its senior administrators anda 
bureaucratic approach to measuring and describing its structure there- 
fore seemed appropriate. Secondly, according to Kolesar (1967), 
bureaucratic structure was factor-analysable down to two factors which 
made the conceptualizing in this study simpler. Thirdly, an easily 
administered instrument which had already been shown to be both valid 
and reliable was readily available for use in the study. For these 
reasons, a bureaucratic approach to measuring and describing organiza- 
tional structure was adopted for use in this study. 

Having adopted approaches to measuring and describing tech- 
nology and structure in a post-secondary institution, the next task 
was finding some suitable means of measuring and Pease eer: organiza- 


tional effectiveness. 
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 


The final organizational concept central to this study is 
organizational effectiveness. Organizational effectiveness is an 
umbrella concept which probably cannot be dealt with in a simple 
fashion. A survey of related literature has tended to suggest that; 
while most writers on the subject agree that organizational effective- 
ness is something important and worth the attention paid to it, they 
appear to disagree on what factors are involved and how they should 
be measured. First of all, although used interchangeably by some, 


efficiency and effectiveness are not synonomous. Efficiency relates 
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to outputs achieved from inputs made: something would be judged 
highly efficient if maximum outputs were achieved from minimum inputs. 
Effectiveness is different from efficiency because, while organizations 
may be highly efficient, it does not follow that they are necessarily 
effective. Secondly, as Argyris (1964:115-145) noted, people and 
groups of people in organizations tend to develop their own notions 
of what is 'effective' and are prone to sticking to their belief that 
they are right in spite of events and evidence to the contrary. In 
this same vein, different parts of a given organization may subscribe 
to different notions of effectiveness and come into conflict with one 
another as a result. Thirdly, because various researchers and 
theorists have approached the concept of organizational effectiveness 
from slightly different perspectives, they have tended to define, 
describe and measure it differently. Hall (1972:96-103), in an 
attempt to synthesize the work done to date on organizational effec- 
tiveness, concluded that there were three, basic schools of thought 
on the subject: (1) goal approach, (2) system-resource approach, 


and (3) the multiple criteria approach. 


The Goal Approach 
Organizational effectiveness based on the goal approach could 
be defined as "the degree to which [an organization] realizes its 
goals" (Etzioni, 1964:8) although the weakness in this approach, as 
Etzioni Heese ie) went on to note, is a potentially critical one: 
Since goals, as symbolic units, are ideals which are more 
attractive than the reality which the organization attains, 


the organization can almost always be reported to be a filure. 


In the same vein, Seashore and Yuchtman (1967:378), concerned with 
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the inadequacies of the goal approach to measuring organizational 
effectiveness, stated, "the goals of organizations are numerous and 
are often conflicting with one another and changing in priority over 
time." This observation has been further substantiated by such people 
as Perrow (1961), Price (1968; 1972) and Mahoney and Weitzel (1969) 
among others. 

As a result of this concern, Price (1968), in a detailed 
summary of fifty research studies which related to the concept of 
organizational effectiveness, focused on the ‘operative goals' of 
organizations rather than the 'formal' or 'official' goals. Price 
(1968:4-6) reasoned that the operative goals more closely reflected 
what organizations and their leaders were actually doing. On the 
basis of his summary of fifty studies in this area, Price concluded 
that the primary indicators of effectiveness were the operative goals 
of (1) productivity, (2) morale, (3) conformity, (4) adaptiveness, 
and (5) institutionalization. Of these, productivity appeared to 
account for the major proportion of most effectiveness measures. 

Mott (1972) developed a method of assessing organizational 
effectiveness in general hospitals which used the operative goals 
approach. Mott (1972:17) defined organizational effectiveness as, 
Speen therabiiity of an organization to Mobilize its scenters of 
power for action—production and adaptation." He went on to observe 


Eat CES 2:17): 


Effective organizations are those that produce more and 
higher-quality outputs and adapt more effectively to the 
environmental and internal problems than do other, similar 


organizations. 


Approaching organizational effectiveness from this perspective, 
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Mott (1972:20-24) identified two criterion dimensions of organizational 
effectiveness which he termed (1) productivity and (2) adaptability. 
On the basis of his data analyses, Mott concluded that flexibility 
was a related but somewhat different subdimension of adaptability. 
As Price (1968) before him, Mott (1972:201-204) discovered that 
productivity accounted for the major proportion of his measure of 
organizational effectiveness. 
Hall (1972:98) suggested a caveat regarding the validity of 
productivity measures as a basis for assessing organizational 
effectiveness: 
. ee Chee uses Of. producti vityeas: the, major. indicator, <.....4as 
misleading and/or inapplicable in service organizations and 
less than perfect in many production organizations. 

Hall offered no support for this contention but the point should be 


considered, perhaps, when approaching the question of organizational 


effectiveness from this direction. 


The System-resources Approach 
Seashore and Yuchtman (1967) were instrumental in the develop- 

ment of the system-resources approach to measuring organizational 
effectiveness. Based upon a systems approach, Yuchtman and Seashore 
(1967:898) defined organizational effectiveness as follows: 

fae stithe ability Jof any organization, on erther; relative: ox 

absolute terms, to exploit its environment in the acquisition 

of scarce and valued resources to sustain its own functioning. 
From this perspective, an organization would be judged effective if 
it "maximizes its bargaining position and optimizes its resource 


procurement" (Hall, 1972:99). Zwerman (1970:186), in supporting 


the system-resources approach to measuring organizational effectiveness, 
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added two qualifiers: (1) bearing in mind the given, existing con- 
straints on the organization from its environment, and (2) optimization 
short of destroying the future viability of the organization in its 
given environment. 

Seashore and Yuchtman (1967) maintained that criteria for 
effectiveness from this. perspective, or indicators of it, should be 
selected situation-specific factors which relate to a given organiza- 
tion and the larger system, or environment, in which it is found. 
While some of the criteria Seashore and Yuchtman identified could be 
viewed as operative goals of organizations, a number of them appeared 
to be. more like environmental resources which an organization seeks 
and attempts to secure from its environment in ibs efforts to become 
effective. In their study of insurance sales agencies, for example, 
Seashore and Yuchtman (1967:383) selected the following kinds of 
situation-specific indicators of effectiveness: (1) business volume, 
(2) new member productivity, (3) production costs, (4) youthfulness 
of members, (5) management emphasis, and (6) market penetration to 
cite six of the ten used. 

It is important to note that the system-resource approach to 
measuring organizational effectiveness is situation-specific in nature 
which means that the effectiveness indicators used are probably only 
applicable to the given organization under study and, therefore, not 


likely to lead to any meaningful generalizations about organizational 


effectiveness in other organizations. 
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The Multiple Critenia Approach 


The multiple criteria approach to organizational effectiveness 
appeared to be an extension and incorporation of the previous two 
schools of thought on this subject. As Hall (1972:99-100) noted: 

- « - there is no universal standard by which effectiveness 

can be judged, making effectiveness an issue which would 

have to be handled organization by organization, or at least 

type of organization by type of organization. 
The work of Mahoney (1967) and Mahoney and Weitzel (1969) suggested 
that a multiple criteria approach was therefore necessary. Starting 
with 114 characteristics which had been related to organizational 
effectiveness at one time or another, Mahoney and Weitzel discovered 
Eat ; Been there appeared to be twenty-four, relatively independent 
criterion dimensions, the effectiveness criteria did not vary together. 
In fact, attempts to increase effectiveness in one area stood a good 
chance of adversely affecting it in another. Argyris (1964:115) 
observed that, while both productivity and morale might be viewed as 
indicators of effectiveness, pressure by management to increase 
productivity might well result in a decrease in morale, for example. 

In their study, Mahoney and Weitzel (1969:359) concluded that 
the productivity-support-utilization dimension accounted for something 
over fifty percent of the variance which is a finding similar to that 
of both Price (1968) and Mott (1972). 

Although Coleman (1972) was concerned with a slightly different 
order of things, his approach to organizational effectiveness appeared 
to be based essentially upon a multiple criteria approach as well. 


Coleman was interested in organizational effectiveness in schools and 


sought indicators of effectiveness in an organizational context in 
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which the majority of workers were professionals. Coleman (1972451) 
suggested that the following criteria could be viewed as indicators 
of effectiveness in such organizations: (1) clarity and omnipresence 
of objectives, (2) involvement in open discussions of policies and 
issues, (3) frequent discussion of progress and achievement, (4) par- 
E2Cipation in mosis and policy setting activities, and (5) delegation 
of authority and responsibility as appropriate. 

Likert (1967:47-77) proposed that criteria for organizational 
effectiveness could be viewed as falling into three categories: 
(1) causal, (2) intervening, and (3) output variables. Causal 
variables, according to Hersey and Blanchard (1972:96-97), are "those 
factors which influence the course of development within an organiza- 
tion" and are "variables that can be changed." Examples of causal 
variables include such things as management style, organizational 
structure, organizational objectives and technology. Intervening 
variables, according to Likert (1967:140) are variables which represent 
the current internal state in an organization and may be viewed as 
falling into two subcategories: (1) attitudinal, motivational and 
perceptual clusters, and (2) behavioural clusters. Output variables 
are reflective of the end result or achievement of an organization and 
involve such things as production, costs, turnover, absenteeism, 
morale and so on. 

By evaluating these factors, Likert suggested that one would 
be able to ascertain the current level of effectiveness and identify 
focal points for future efforts in increasing the overall effective- 


ness of a given organization. Because causal variables represent a 
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class of things over which the organization has direct control, it is 
easy to understand why most organizations tend to concentrate attention 
upon making changes in such things as management style, organizational 
structure, clarifying and adjusting objectives and so on. 

For the purposes of this study, it was decided that the 
approach to measuring organizational effectiveness developed by Mott 
(1972) was appropriate. First of all, the vast majority of the work 
summarized in this chapter had been conducted in business or industrial 
settings. Mott was one of the very few who had attempted to assess 
organizational effectiveness in a "Service organization." Insofar as 
educational institutions are service organizations, it was decided 
that Mott's approach to assessing organizational effectiveness would 
be suitable. Secondly, many of the approaches developed by others 
involved too great a degree of situation-specificity ease used in 
this study without extensive modification and pilot testing. The 
Mott instrument, on the other hand, had been field tested in several 
different settings and found to be both valid and reliable. Only 
slight modifications were required for use in this study. Finally, 
Mott's work seemed close enough to the centre of much of the work 
that has been done in the area of organizational effectiveness that it 
was decided his approach would be suitable for use in an exploratory 
study such as this. 

Having selected a means of measuring and describing tech- 
nology, organizational structure and organizational effectiveness, the 
only thing which remained was to justify the assessment of these 


variables at the intraorganizational, or departmental, level. 
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RATIONALE FOR THE INTRAORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT 
OF TECHNOLOGY, STRUCTURE AND EFFECTIVENESS 

Conventional wisdom suggests that complex organizations are 
made up of subunits or departments which are different from one another 
in some way. Evidence found in the literature on organizations tends 
to support the notion of intraorganizational differences. Hall (1972: 
140-171) examined the concept of organizational complexity in relation- 
ship to the kinds of differentiation commonly found within complex 
organizations. Thompson (1967:25-65) underscored the importance of 
understanding how departmentalization and unit independence were 
factors which posed potential problems for organizations in terms of 
subunit interdependence and coordination. Magnusen (1972) found there 
were differences in technology within organizations, as well as within 
certain departments. Lynch (1973) discovered Scee eee in the 
nature of the work done among functional departments of academic 
libraries. Perrow (1973:12), in reference to internal differences 
in the nature of the work done in organizations, stated: "We also 
knowethat’this distinction is important in organizing different parts 
of the organization." Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) demonstrated that 
subsystem differentiation was a fact of most complex organizations 
and, in their view, an important factor in developing an accurate 
understanding of effective organizational design and structure. 

While the reason for the subdivision of organizations into 
departments may be attributable to the notion of ‘simple administra- 
tive convenience,' a more logical explanation for such subdivision 


would be that it is the product of recognized functional differences 
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within the total task-load of the organization. As a result, groups 
of similar or related tasks are assigned to a particular group of 
workers. This group of workers is then referred to as a department 
and operates under a departmental title which is drawn from the nature 
of the tasks involved such as Finance, Planning and Research, Sales, 
Maintenance and so on. In theory, then, there would appear to be 
differences in the work done by different departments. 

A post-secondary institution such as a college or university 
is a complex organization made up of a number of functionally- 
differentiated departments which, hopefully, contribute to the achieve- 
ment of the overall goals of the institution. Knowledge of the nature 
of the differences which exist among various departments within a 
post-secondary institution would appear to be useful in developing a 
detailed understanding of the nature of such organizations. One 
approach to identifying and understanding differences among departments 
of a post-secondary institution would entail the intraorganizational 
assessment of three variables: (1) technology, (2) structure, and 
(3) effectiveness. 


Rationale for the Intraorganization 
Assessment of Technology 


The work of Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), Magnusen (1972) and 
Lynch (1973), for example, has tended to demonstrate that there are 
intraorganizational differences in technology. All of these 
researchers arrived at what appeared to be a common conclusion: to 
overlook intraorganizational difference in technology is tantamount 


to ignoring an important variable in the nature of that organization. 
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As Mott (1972:5) observed, subunits of complex organizations tend to 
differ in the extent to which they are "open" or "closed" because of 
differences in the principal task or tasks of each subunit. Some 
departments, for example, may engage in relatively routine, or 
routinized, tasks which are based upon known inputs from predictable 
sources. The tendency would be to handle such tasks in fairly pre- 
dictable, established and routine ways. Other departments in the same 
organization, however, may engage in relatively nonroutine tasks which 
are based upon fairly unpredictable inputs from a wide variety of 
sources. Such departments would tend to handle these tasks in a more 
nonroutine or situationally-contingent manner. If such intraorganiza- 
tional differences do exist in post-secondary institutions, for 
example, there would appear to be a need to assess the nature of these 
differences in an attempt to develop a detailed understanding of how 
the institution operates. 
Rationale for the Intraorganizational 
Assessment of Structure 

Hall (1969:401-402), in iavestiugating intraorganizational 
structural variations from the bureaucratic perspective, concluded 
that important variations in bureaucratic structure did exist within 
complex organizations. His findings led him to conclude that an 
understanding of intraorganizational structural variations would help 
in explaining some of the differences in the effects which structural 
arrangements appeared to have upon other organizational phenomena. 

Perrow (1972:166) went further along this line when he 


suggested that the nature of the work done, or the technology, should 
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be used as a guide to determining suitable structural arrangements. 
It would follow that, if there were differences in the technology of 
various departments of a post-secondary institution, there should be 
comparable differences in the structural arrangements of those same 
departments. 

Thus, tiene would appear to be a logical basis upon which to 
assess the intraorganizational structure of complex organizations such 
as post-secondary institutions. 

Rationale for the Intraorganizational Assessment 
of Organizational Effectiveness 

Just as whole organizations tend to differ in the level of 
organizational effectiveness achieved, so it would follow that sub- 
units of whole organizations may differ as well. Writers such as 
Argyris (1964), Thompson (1967) and Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), for 
example, have tended to demonstrate that subunits of complex organiza- 
tions can be different from one another in a number of respects. Some 
departments of larger organizations may tend to become almost 'organi- 
zations’ in their own right and function as if they were somehow 
separate. While one may challenge the appropriateness or desirability 
of such a thing, especially in terms of the effect this might have 
upon the organization as a whole, people such as Argyris (1964:115) 
have noted that different parts of larger organizations may, indeed, 
begin to operate as if they were independent of other parts of the 
organization. 

On this basis, it would seem probable that subunits of 


complex organizations would likely differ with respect to the ven 
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of organizational effectiveness achieved (Mott, 1972). Such differ- 
ences may be related to the tasks involved as some tasks are easier 
to accomplish than others. Some differences may be associated with 
the particular mix of personnel involved. Still other differences may 
be associated with the appropriateness, or inappropriateness, of the 
structure, the managerial styles employed, and so on. 

Thus, by using a measure of organizational effectiveness as 
a criterion variable, it should be possible to compare departments of 
a complex organization and identify patterns of characteristics which 
appear to be associated with high levels of organizational effective- 


ness at the intraorganizational level. 
SUMMARY 


This chapter presented a brief summary of the Meenas 
theory and Beet relating to technology, organizational structure 
and prea nes tions effectiveness, the three organizational character- 
Hetacs central to this study. In addition, this chapter presented a 
rationale for the intraorganizational assessment of each of these 
organizational characteristics at the departmental level of a post- 
secondary institution. 

Evidence was found in the literature, theory and research to 
support the notion that, within effective organizations, the tech- 
nology was a good predictor of structure. In addition, however, 
there was a good deal of evidence in the work of people such as 
Thompson (1967), Hall (1969), Magnusen (1972) and Mott (1972). to 


support the idea that there were intraorganizational differences in 
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the technology, structure and effectiveness of larger organizations. 
As a result, it appeared reasonable that an exploration of the 
relationships between these organizational characteristics could be 
conducted at the intraorganizational, or department level. 

This study set out to explore the relationship between 
organizational effectiveness and the selected organizational character- 
istics of technology and structure at the departmental level of a 


post-secondary institution. 
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Chapter 3 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND FACET DESIGN 


This chapter presents the conceptual framework and facet 
design for this study. The conceptual framework identifies the 
possible relationships between the work technology, organizational 
structure and organizational effectiveness variables. The facet 
design was used to identify possible relationships between these 


variables which led to the formulation of hypotheses for this study. 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 


Although there would appear to be a number of possible 
relationships between and among the various combinations of organiza- 
tional effectiveness, technology and structure, it would be misleading 
to suggest that these relationships are simple or direct. While 
organizational structure appears to have both direct and indirect 
effects upon organizational effectiveness, for example, it does not 
necessarily follow that this relationship is one of cause and effect. 
As Hall (1972:177) noted after an extensive review of research studies 


on the subject of organizational structure: 


While none of the studies that were discussed attributed 
causal primacy to structural factors, it is clear from the 
analysis that structural characteristics have an important 
relationship with other major organizational features... . 

Thus, it would appear that overall organizational effectiveness would 


likely be affected by structural patterns employed. 


One of the "other major organizational features" referred to 
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by Hall (1972:177) is technology. The relationship between structure 
and technology may be a little clearer although further verifications 
of Perrow's contentions, among others, are required. Perrow (1970: 
166) contended that: 
When the tasks people perform are well understood, pre- 

dictable, routine, and repetitive, a bureaucratic structure 

is most efficient. Where the tasks are not well understood, 

generally because the "raw material" that each person works 

on is poorly understood and possibly reactive, recalcitrant, 

or self-activating, the tasks are nonroutine. Such units or 

Organizations are difficult to bureaucratize. 
Thus, it would appear that the technology might be used as a predictor 
of suitable structural arrangements for both whole organizations and 
their subunits. 

Assuming that there is a relationship between technology and 
structure, it would follow that the level of organizational effective- 
ness may be affected by the suitability of the technology-structure 
Match. This line of reasoning led to the development of the schematic 
representation of possible relationships and interrelationships 


between and among organizational effectiveness, technology and structure 


aS depicted in Figure 2. 


ORGANIZATIONAL 
EFFECTIVENESS 


nia Res 
TECHNOLOGY 5 STRUCTURE 
<<. 3 —_ 


Figure 2. Conceptual Framework of Possible Relationships between and 
among Organizational Effectiveness, Technology and Structure 
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1. Effectiveness and Technology 


There was no evidence in the literature to suggest that there 
is a relationship between organizational effectiveness and technology. 
The only possible relationship between these two factors might be that 
the more routine technologies may experience slightly higher levels 
of organizational effectiveness because of the straight-forwardness of 
the tasks involved although no firm evidence was found to support such 


a contention. 


2. Effectiveness and Structure 

As Hall (1972:177) noted, there is no evidence to suggest that 
there is a direct or causal relationship between structure and 
effectiveness. When structure is viewed from the bureaucratic per- 
spective however, there would appear to be some support: in the work 
of such people as MacKay (1964), Kolesar (1967), Anderson (1968) and 
Punch (1970) for the idea that organizational effectiveness may be 
higher when the concentration on authority and the emphasis on exper- 


tise vary inversely. 


3. Structure and Technology 


The work of such people as Woodward (1967), Lawrence and Lorsch 
(1967), Hage and Aiken (1969) and Perrow (1970), among others, sug- 
gested that technology and structure are related in some ways. Using 
Perrow's construct of technology, it would appear that the more 
extensive the search behaviour required, the higher the emphasis on 
expertise and the lower the concentration on authority should be. 


Similarly, the greater the frequency of exceptional cases encountered, 
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the higher the emphasis on expertise and the lower the concentration 


on authority should be. 


4. Effectiveness 


es 


Structure and Technology 

By taking the possibility of paired Hala neers ur eher yy sist 
is theoretically possible that there is a relationship between organi- 
zational effectiveness and the interaction between technology and 
eeructure. On the basis of Perrow's construct, it would appear that 
organizational effectiveness will be higher when the structural 
characteristics of organizations, or their subunits, are compatible 


with the technology of that unit. 
FACET DESIGN 


In searching for some means of identifying and predicting the 
nature of possible relationships between organizational effective- 
ness, technology and structure, a facet design approach was selected. 


Hecording to Runkel and McGrath (1972:17) : 


Facet design is a way of laying out a domain for research. 
Although it systematizes the generation of hypotheses, its 
Special power resides in the fact that it enables one to specify 
the boundaries and structure of the entire domain of relevance 
within which one may wish to experiment. 


The "domain of relevance" in this study involved work tech- 
nology, organizational structure and organizational effectiveness. 


Two structural variables were identified for use in this study; con- 


centration on authority and emphasis on expertise. Two technology 


variables were identified for use in this study; the number of excep- 


tional cases encountered in the job and the extent of the search 


. 4 J 
behaviour required to handle the exceptional cases encountered. At 
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this point in the study, organizational effectiveness was considered 
as a single variable. 

The facet design approach permits the examination of various 
combinations of research variables in order to make judgements, on the 
basis of organizational theory and applied logic, whether such combina- 
tions would be compatible or incompatible. For the purposes of this 
study, it was assumed that organizational effectiveness would be 
higher when the combination of variables was judged compatible. 

Two facet designs were used in the study. The first facet 
design, which is presented in Figure 3, dealt with the relationship 
between two levels of the two structural variables—concentration on 
authority and emphasis on expertise. The second facet design, which 
is presented in Figure 4, dealt with the relationships between two 
levels of the two structural variables and two levels of the two 
technology variables—number of exceptional cases encountered and the 
extent of the search behaviour required to handle the exceptional 
cases encountered. A variation on a facet design, which is presented 
in Figure 5, dealt with the structural characteristics which were 
thought to be compatible with each of the four archetypal technologies 
described by Perrow (1970). 


Relationship between the 


Structural Variables 


Figure 3 represents a facet design for examining the relation- 
ship between two levels of the two structural variables of concentra- 
tion on authority and emphasis on expertise. On the basis of organiza- 


tional theory and applied logic, it appeared that these two structural 
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variables would be more compatible when they tended to vary inversely; 


Concentration on Authority 


Low High 
Effectiveness Effectiveness 


Emphasis on Expertise 


High Low 
Effectiveness Effectiveness 


Figure 3. Facet Design of Relationship between Two Structural 
Variables which Predicts the Level of Organizational 
Effectiveness Associated with each Combination on the 
Basis of their Theoretical Compatability 

that is, high Authority with low Expertise and low Authority with high 

Expertise. For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that 

organizational effectiveness would be higher when the combination 

of variables was judged to be compatible. On the basis of the facet 

design presented in Figure 3, it was possible to generate the first 

experimental hypothesis in this study. 
Experimental hypothesis 1. Experimental hypothesis 1 deals 


with the relationship between Authority and Expertise when Effective- 


ness is the dependent variable. 


Organizational effectiveness will be higher when the 
emphasis on Authority and Expertise vary inversely. 


Relationship between Structural 
and Technology Variables 


Figure 4 presents a facet design for examining the relation- 
ships between two levels of the two structural and two technology 


variables in this study. As was the case in the previous section 
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dealing with structural variables, judgements regarding the compati- 
bility of the various combinations of structural and technology 
variables were made on the basis of organizational theory and applied 
logic. For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that organiza- 
tional effectiveness would be higher when the combination of structural 
and technology variables were judged to be compatible. 
On the basis of the facet design presented in Figure 4, it 
was possible to generate a series of four experimental hypotheses 
regarding the relationship between structural and technology variables. 
Experimental hypothesis 2. Experimental hypothesis 2 deals 
with the relationship between Authority and Exceptions when Effective- 


ness is the dependent variable. 


Organizational effectiveness will be higher when the emphasis 
on Authority and the number of Exceptional Cases Encountered 
vary inversely. 


Experimental hypothesis 3. Experimental hypothesis 3 deals 


with the relationship between Authority and Search when Effectiveness 


is the dependent variable. 


Organizational effectiveness will be higher when the emphasis 
on Authority and the extent of Search Behaviour Required vary 


inversely. 


Experimental hypothesis 4. Experimental hypothesis 4 deals 


with the relationship between Expertise and Exceptions when Effective- 


ness is the dependent variable. 


Organizational effectiveness will be higher when the emphasis 
on Expertise and the number of Exceptional Cases Encountered 


vary directly. 


Experimental hypothesis 5. Experimental hypothesis 5 deals 


with the relationship between Expertise and Search when Effectiveness 
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is the dependent variable. 
Organizational effectiveness will be higher when the emphasis 


on Expertise and the extent of Search Behaviour Required vary 
directly. 


Compatible Structural Patterns for 


the Four Archetypal Technologies 


Combining Perrow's (1970) technology construct and the facet 
design represented in Figure 4, it would be possible to predict the 
structural characteristics theoretically suited to each of the four 
types of technology. Figure 5 outlines the structural characteristics 
which would be theoretically associated with high levels of organiza- 
tional effectiveness for each of the four types of tehcnology: Craft, 
Nonroutine, Engineering and Routine. 

There appeared to be no problems in identifying the structural 
characteristics which would be associated with high organizational 
effectiveness for both Routine and Nonroutine technologies on the 
basis of the facet design presented in Figure 4. For Routine tech- 
nologies, high organizational effectiveness would seem to be 
associated with high Authority and low Expertise. For Nonroutine 
technologies, high organizational effectiveness would be associated 
with low Authority and high Expertise. Problems arose in the cases 
of Craft and Engineering technologies. 

One of the characteristics of a Craft technology is "few 
exceptional cases encountered." According to the facet design pre- 
sented in Figure 4, higher organizational effectiveness would be 
associated with high Authority and low Expertise. When the second 


characteristic of a Craft technology—extensive search behaviour 
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required—was examined, the structural characteristics associated 
with higher organizational effectiveness were found to be just the 
reverse. The same problem arose in relationship to Engineering tech- 
nology. Given this apparent contradiction, it was necessary to go 
back to the work of Perrow (1970) and Magnusen (1973) for some 
guidance. 

After a careful re-examination of Perrow's (1970) work, the 
problem still remained. First, Perrow described the structural 
patterns appropriate for each of the four archetypal technologies in 
terms of discretion, power, coordination and interdependence rather 
than in bureaucratic terms. Secondly, Perrow described differentiated 
structural patterns for middle and lower management in whole organiza- 
tions with archetypal technologies. 

Some guidance was provided by a synthesis of Perrow's 
theorizing prepared by Magnusen (1973:23) and presented in Figure 6s 
On this basis, it was possible to make certain assumptions regarding 
the bureaucratic structural pattern likely to be associated with 
higher organizational effectiveness in the cases of Craft and 
Engineering technologies. First of all, Magnusen identified Craft 
organizations as being decentralized while Engineering organizations 
were classified as being centralized. Secondly, discretion and power 
were described as being higher at the bottom of Craft organizations 
than at the top while just the reverse was the case with Engineering 
organizations. As a result of these observations, it was decided 
that higher organizational effectiveness would be associated with 


low Authority and high Expertise in Craft technologies while higher 
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CRAFT ORGANIZATIONS NONROUTINE ORGANIZATIONS 


TASK STRUCTURE 
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ENGINEERING ORGANIZATIONS 


ROUTINE ORGANIZATIONS 


*Middie Management 
** Lower Management 


Summary of Perrow's Theory of Technology in Relation to 


Figure 6. 
Other Organizational Characteristics (Magnusen, 1973:23) 
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organizational effectiveness would be associated with high Authority 
and low Expertise in Engineering organizations. These conclusions 
became working assumptions in this study but would require further 
verification through research before they could be offered as anything 
more than working assumptions. 

On these bases, four experimental hypotheses were generated 
regarding the structural characteristics which would be associated 
with higher organizational effectiveness in each of the archetypal 
technologies. 

Experimental hypothesis 6. Experimental hypothesis 6 deals 
with the structural characteristics judged to be compatible with a 


Craft technology. 


In a Craft technology, organizational effectiveness will be 
higher when Authority is low and Expertise is high. 


Experimental hypothesis 7. Experimental hypothesis 7 deals 


with the structural characteristics judged to be compatible with a 


Nonroutine technology. 


In a Nonroutine technology, organizational effectiveness will 
be higher when Authority is low and Expertise is high. 


Experimental hypothesis 8. Experimental hypothesis 8 deals 


with the structural characteristics judged to be compatible with an 


Engineering technology. 


In an Engineering technology, organizational effectiveness 
will be higher when Authority is high and Expertise is low. 


Experimental hypothesis 9. Experimental hypothesis 9 deals 


with the structural characteristics judged to be compatible with a 


Routine technology. 
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In a Routine technology, organizational effectiveness will 
be higher when Authority is high and Expertise is low. 


Special Note 


Factor analyses of structural inventory data led to a recon- 
sideration of the appropriateness of the Concentration on Authority 
factor label. As discussed in Chapter 4, a more appropriate factor 
label appeared to be Emphasis on Formalization. Insofar as this 
change did not appear to violate either the theory upon which the 
facet designs were based, or the experimental hypotheses generated, 
the factor label was changed in each hypothesis in which it was a 


variable. 
SUMMARY 


The conceptual framework for this study involved the possible 
relationships and interrelationships between and among organizational 
effectiveness, structure and technology. Although there was no 
evidence to suggest a relationship between effectiveness and tech- 
nology, there was sufficient support in the literature to theorize 
that there might be predictable relationships between (1) effective- 
ness and structure, (2) structure and technology, and (3) between 
effectiveness and the interaction between structure and technology. 

A facet design approach was used to demark the research domain 
for this study and to generate hypotheses for testing. Facet designs, 
based on two dimensions of bureaucratic structure as suggested by 
Kolesar (1967)—concentration on authority and emphasis on expertise— 


and two dimensions of technology as perceived by Perrow (1970) —the 
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number of exceptional cases encountered and the extent of the search 
behaviour required to handle the exceptional cases encountered—it was 
possible to predict the level of organizational effectiveness which 
would theoretically occur in each of the cells of the facet designs. 
As a result, nine experimental hypotheses were generated for testing 
in this study. | 

In keeping with the results of the factor analyses of 
structural inventory data reported in Chapter 4, the concentration on 
authority factor label was changed to emphasis on formalization as 
this factor label was deemed more appropriate in this study. Insofar 
as this change did not appear to violate either the theory upon which 
the facet design was based or the experimental hypotheses generated, 
the factor label was changed in each hypothesis in which it was a 


variable under study. 
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Chapter 4 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 


This chapter is divided into three sections: (1) research 
design, (2) instrument selection and development, and (3) research 


methodology. 
RESEARCH DESIGN 


The Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to explore the relationship 
between selected organizational characteristics and organizational 
effectiveness in a post-secondary institution in an attempt to 
clarify what relationships these selected characteristics might 


have to organizational effectiveness. 


The Focus of the Study 


The particular focus of the study was on the selected organi- 
Zational characteristics of structure and technology at the depart- 
mental or intraorganizational level of a community college. The 
structure and technology variables were selected because they 
represented a class of organizational variables over which most 
organizations have some direct control. The intraorganizational 
level of the college was selected because there appeared to be merit 
in exploring the nature and extent of differences within a given 
organization as opposed to differences among whole organizations as 


has been more normally the focus of organizational studies in the past. 
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Research Variables 
For the purposes of the study, technology and structure were 
identified as the independent variables while organizational 


effectiveness was classified as the dependent variable. 


Technology variables. Based on Perrow's (1967:196) construct 
of technology, there are two primary technology variables in this 
study: the number of exceptional cases encountered (Exceptions) and 
the nature and extent of the search behaviour required to handle the 


exceptional cases (Search). 


Structural variables. Drawing from the perspectives of 
bureaucratic structure and based on the work of MacKay (1964) and 
Kolesar (1967), there are two primary structural variables in this 
study: the emphasis on formalization (Formalization) and the 


emphasis on expertise (Expertise). 


Effectiveness variables. Based on the work of Mott (1972), 
there are three primary effectiveness variables in this study: 


Productivity, Adaptability and Overall Effectiveness. 


Respondents 


The respondents in the study were all fulltime staff members 
engaged in the principal task or tasks of the fourteen departments in 


Lethbridge Community College with a minimum of four fulltime members 


otestaff. 


Insofar as there was no reason to believe that the technologies 


of departments in one community college would be substantially 
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different from the technologies of similar departments in other 
colleges in the system, the departments in this study were viewed as 


possibly representative of the system. 


Research Hypotheses 


Using the facet design approach outlined in the previous 
chapter, nine experimental hypotheses were generated. In order to 
test these hypothesized relationships between and among variables, 
it was necessary to create three research hypotheses stated in the 
null form for each of the nine experimental hypotheses. 

The first research hypothesis in each case addressed the 
absence of a significant interaction between Factor A, the first 
variable mentioned, and Factor B, the second variable mentioned in 
the experimental hypothesis, when effectiveness is the dependent 
variable. The second and third research hypotheses dealt with the 
absence of a significant main effect on either Factor A or Factor B 
when effectiveness is the dependent variable. Insofar as the pattern 
was repeated in the case of each of the nine experimental hypotheses, 
an example of research hypotheses relating to Experimental Hypothesis 1 
was deemed adequate to clarify the specific nature of the research 


hypotheses employed in this study. 


Experimental hypothesis 1. This experimental hypothesis dealt 


with the relationship between Formalization and Expertise when effec- 
tiveness is the dependent variable. 


Research hypothesis 1.1. Research hypothesis 1.1 maintained 


that there would be no significant interaction between Factors A and B, 


Formalization and Expertise, when effectiveness is the dependent 
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variable. 
There is no significant interaction between Emphasis on 


Formalization and Emphasis on Expertise when effectiveness 
is the dependent variable. 


Research hypothesis 1.2. Research hypothesis 1.2 states that 
there would be no significant main effect on Factor A, Formalization, 
when effectiveness is the dependent variable. 


There is no significant main effect on Emphasis on Formaliza- 
tion when effectiveness is the dependent variable. 


Research hypothesis 1.3. Research hypothesis 1.3 maintained 
that there would be no significant main effect on Factor B, Expertise, 
when effectiveness is the dependent variable. 


There is no significant main effect on Emphasis on Expertise 
when effectiveness is the dependent variable. 


As previously mentioned, this pattern for research hypotheses 
was repeated for each of the nine experimental hypotheses to permit 
the testing of the hypothesized relationships between and among the 


technology, structural and effectiveness variables. 
INSTRUMENT SELECTION AND DEVELOPMENT 


Three instruments were required for this study in order to 
measure respondents' perceptions of organizational effectiveness, 
structure and technology at the departmental level. A search of 
available instrumentation revealed that suitable, previously validated 
means of measuring organizational effectiveness and bureaucratic 
structure were already developed. In the case of the technology 
instrument, however, a pilot study of a pool of items had to be con- 


ducted before an instrument suitable for use in this study could be 
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developed. 


Effectiveness Instrument 

Mott (1972) had developed an instrument for measuring percep- 
tions of organizational effectiveness at the departmental level in 
service organization settings and this appeared suitable for use in 
this study. As a result of his application of this instrument in a 
mesoc-retest of twelve divisions: in the Office of Administration at 
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) as well as 
in a state mental hospital, Mott (1972:199) was able to conclude that 
the instrument was both a "valid and inexpensive measure" of organiza- 
tional effectiveness. On the basis of a test-retest of this instru- 
ment at NASA conducted approximately a year and a half apart, a 
reliability coefficient of .68 was obtained which suggested that the 
instrument was reasonably reliable as well (Mott, 1972:194). 

Several minor changes were required in order to make the 
instrument appropriate for use in this study. First, as Mott (1972: 
35) had suggested, two items which addressed the "symbolic adapta- 
bility of the organization" were created as substitutes for the item 
relating to how well members kept abreast of new tools and methods 
suitable for use in their work. Second, an item requesting an 
estimate of overall effectiveness was added. Finally, items were 
reworded so as to ask respondents for their perceptions of organiza- 


tional effectiveness in relationship to their respective departments 


in the college. 
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Structural Instrument 

For the purposes of this study, structure was conceived of in 
bureaucratic terms. As a result, the instrument developed by MacKay 
(1964) and used by Kolesar (1967) was selected as suitable for this 
study. Use of this instrument by MacKay (1964), Kolesar (1967), 
Anderson (1968), and Punch (1970) tended to demonstrate its validity 
and reliability. However, the present study appeared to be the first 
time this instrument had been used at the intraorganizational level 
or in a post-secondary institution. As a result, items were reworded 
as necessary so they related to the departmental context of a 


community college. 


Technology Instrument 


Magnusen (1972) and Lynch (1973) had both developed items 
intended to measure Perrow's (1967) technology construct. Some prob- 
lems regarding the face and content validity of these items arose, 
-~however, when they were submitted to a group of graduate students 
for reaction. In most cases, items were questioned because they 
appeared to involve double barreled statements. As a result, it was 
decided that a pool of items should be generated and a pilot study 
conducted with a view to identifying a group of more suitable and 
defensible items for use in the study. 

Twenty-four items were generated on the following bases: 
eleven items relating to the Exceptions dimension, eleven items 
relating to the Search dimension and two items which were intended 
to assess the overall routineness of the work. It was hypothesized 


that the last two items would load on both factors as a resulcrlorra 
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two-factor factor analysis. Each item was in the form of a statement 
about different aspects of work to which respondents were requested 
to circle the most appropriate of five response categories from 
Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree. A copy of the instrument is 
contained in Appendix A. 

A research sample composed of the respondents described in 
Table 1 was drawn from the Department of Educational Administration 
at the University of Alberta and the Alberta Department of Advanced 


Education and Manpower. 


TABLE 1 


The Research Sample for Pilot Study on Technology Instrument 


N = 40 
Respondents Number 

Academic staff members 10 
Doctoral students 10 
Managers in government department 10 
Clerical staff 

(a) Government department & 10 

(b) University department 5 


Completed questionnaires were received from all respondents. 


A factor analysis (Appendix B) of the pilot study data revealed 
that fourteen of the original twenty-four items demonstrated a factor 
loading of .400 or better on one or the other of the two factors 


involved. These fourteen items split evenly with seven on each of 


the Exceptions and Search factors. As hypothesized, the two items 


relating to overall routineness loaded on both factors suggesting 
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that the two factors measured something other than routineness of the 
technology alone. 

One-way analysis of variance tests were run on the data 
collected on the fourteen items identified in the factor analysis 
using four respondent groups: professors, doctoral students, managers 
and clerical staff. Significant differences weré obtained at the 
-05 level between mean scores of clerical staff and mean scores of 
the three other groups on three of the seven Exceptions items. In 
every case, clerical staff perceived fewer exceptional cases encoun- 
tered than did the other groups. Significant differences were 
obtained at the .05 level between the mean scores of clerical staff 
and the mean scores of the other groups on five of the seven Search 
items. In every case, the clerical staff perceived less extensive 
search behaviour required of them in handling exceptional cases 
encountered than did the other groups. In addition, a significant 
difference between the mean scores of managers and professors was 
obtained at the .05 level on two of the seven Search items. In both 
cases, the managers perceived more extensive search behaviour required 
to handle exceptional cases encountered than did the professors. 

An overall significant difference between the mean score of 
clerical staff and those of both managers and professors was obtained 
at the .05 level on the Exceptions variable. Similarly, an overall 
significant difference was obtained at the .05 level between clerical 
staff and all three other groups on the basis of mean scores on the 
Search variable. In each case, the clerical staff perceived fewer 


exceptional cases encountered and less extensive search behaviour 
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required in comparison to others. 
As a result of these findings, a technology instrument was 


constructed for use in the study. 
VALIDATION OF THE INSTRUMENTATION 


The face and content validity of the instruments used in 
this study had been reasonably established on the basis of previous 
applications of the instruments in other studies or the reactions of 
a group of graduate students. In order to check the construct 
validity of each instrument, a factor analysis technique was employed 
as a means of investigating whether or not items loaded on the factors 
as designed. On the basis of what was discovered, instrument sub- 
scales were refined for use in the study. 

In addition, a correlation coefficient matrix was constructed 
for seven demographic and seven research variables as a means of 
examining the relationships between them. A correlation coefficient 
oni 20 70r better was taken as significant for a group of ninety- 
seven respondents (Ferguson, 1971:457). 


Construct Validity of the 
Technology Instrument 


On the basis of the results of the pilot study, a technology 
instrument which was composed of a total of fourteen items was employed 
in this study. When a factor analysis was performed (Appendix E), two 
factors emerged. Thirteen of the fourteen original items loaded at 
the .516 level or better on one or the other of the two factors. 


Item 13 was dropped from further consideration as it loaded about 
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equally on both factors. Items 1, 3, 5, 6, 11 and 12 loaded together 
and were labelled Exceptions. Items 2, 4, 6, 13 and 14 loaded 
together and were labelled Search. Only one item—item 9—loaded 
differently from what had been discovered as a result of the pilot 
study. Item 9—My job requires me to cope with a series of problems, 
one after the other—was originally designed as an Exceptions item 
but loaded on Search. Insofar as respondents may have responded to 
this item from the perspective of the search behaviour required of 
them when they encounter problems, it was decided that this item 

could be considered as a part of the Search subscale. 

On the basis of the factor analysis it was concluded that the 
technology instrument represented a reasonable degree of construct 
validity for use in this study. 

Construct Validity of the 
Structural Instrument 

As previously indicated in Chapter 3, the structural instru- 
ment adopted for use in this study was a slight modification of an 
instrument developed by MacKay (1964) and used by Kolesar (1967) for 
measuring bureaucratic structure. Working on the assumption of a two- 
factor solution which Kolesar had proposed, a factor analysis of 
data arising from this instrument was performed. The results of that 
factor analysis have been included in Appendix F. While interpreta- 
tion of the Eigenvalues suggested a two factor solution, the results 
of the factor analysis suggested that this instrument was not 
factorially pure. Of the thirty items supposedly related to Concen- 


tration on Authority, only fourteen resulted in a factor loading of 
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-400 or better. 

In addition, four Authority and three Expertise items loaded 
negatively at the .400 level on the opposite factor from the one to 
which they were supposedly related according to Kolesar. After a 
detailed examination of the results of this factor analysis, no 
explanation for these findings could be given. 

When subscale correlation coefficients were calculated for 
the six bureaucratic Benen ee used by MacKay (2964 apehmrore was 
found for MacKay's (1964:75-76) findings that the Technical Competence 
subscale correlated negatively with the Hierachy of Authority, Rules 
for Members, Procedural Specificity, Impersonality and Specialization 


subscales. The results of this investigation are presented in Table 2. 


TABLE 2 


Correlation Coefficient Matrix for Six Subscales 
in the Bureaucratic Structural Inventory 


Hier- Rules for Proced. Imper- Special- Tech. 

archy Members Specif. sonality ization Comp. 

Hierarchy - PAS) +93 438 482 = 201 
Rules - - 486 eS Soe ee) -.400 
Proc. Spec. | . 376 .537 ~.225 
Impers. | = Apo Shs) -.190 
- -.247 


Spec. 

eee eee ee ke et a Ee ee ee ee eee 
Each of the correlations between Technical Competence and the 

other five subscales was found to be significant at the .05 level. 


As a result of these findings, a second factor analysis was 
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performed on the data using only those items which had demonstrated a 
-400 factor loading on the first factor analysis. The results of the 
second factor analysis are also contained in Appendix F. In this 
case, the percentage of total variance accounted for rose to 43.53% as 
opposed to only 32.3% on the first factor analysis and all twenty-one 
items loaded at .450 or better on the factor to which they were con- 
ceptually related. 

BOreLiespUuLpOSes: Ofmthisistudy, items 4,90, 79 7) 12147171 oF 
2ay82o, <2y7usl, 35, 39 and 43ewere combined to formethesAuthority 
subscale while items 3, 1l, 20, 30, 34, 40 and 44 were combined to 
form the Expertise subscale. In examining the items relating to each 
factor, it became apparent that the Concentration of Authority factor 
label used by Kolesar was possibly inappropriate. As a result this 
factor was relabelled Emphasis on Formalization. Insofar as this 
did not appear to violate the intent of the facet design or the experi- 
mental hypotheses generated from it, it was decided that the experi- 
mental hypotheses were still applicable after appropriate changes were 
made to the structural variable originally labelled Concentration on 
Authority. 

On the basis of these findings, it was concluded that the 
items included in the Formalization and Expertise subscales represented 
a reasonable degree of construct validity for use in this study. 


Construct Validity of the 
Effectiveness Instrument 


A factor analysis was performed on the organizational effec- 


tiveness instrument used in this study and the results are contained 
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in Appendix G. A two-factor solution was suggested by the Eigenvalues 
and tended to be supported when nine of the ten items used loaded on 
one or the other of the two factors at the .616 level or better. The 
tenth item was intended as an estimate of overall effectiveness and, 
as expected, tended to load evenly on both factors. As a result, 
items 1, 2 and 3 were combined to form the Productivity subscale while 
atems 4) 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 were combined to form the Adaptability 
subscale. 

Originally, it had been intended to create a measure of Overall 
Effectiveness by establishing a mean score for each respondent on the 
basis of all nine items used in construction of the Productivity and 
Adaptability subscales. This plan was abandoned after a detailed 
examination of the correlation matrix relating to all ten items used 
in the effectiveness instrument. Item 10, the estimate of overall 
effectiveness, correlated at .49 or better with every one of the other 
nine items. As the measure of Overall Effectiveness had been intended 
aS a means of arriving at one good, single measure of effectiveness, 
it was decided that’ the tenth item in the instrument would be used for 
this purpose. 

On the basis of these findings, it was decided that the 
organizational effectiveness instrument represented a sufficiently 


high degree of construct validity for use in the study. 


Correlation Matrix of Relationships between 
Demographic and Research Variables 


Table 3 presents a correlation coefficient matrix relating 


to seven demographic and seven research variables. For a group ape 
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ninety-seven respondents, a coefficient of .20 or better was necessary 
for the correlation coefficient to be significant at the .05 level 
(Ferguson, 1971:457). On the basis of what is presented in Table 35 
it was possible to examine the nature of relationships between 


variables in this study. 


Age. Age was found to correlate significantly with four other 
demographic variables: (1) years in present job, (2) years worked in 
the college, (3) years spent doing similar work, and (4) total work 
experience since leaving high school. In each case, age, not sur- 
prisingly, correlated positively with the work experience variables 
which meant that the older the respondent was, the more years of 
experience he or she had accumulated. The only significant corre- 
lation between age and the research variables was obtained in the 
case of Formalization. The positive correlation meant that the older 


a respondent was, the more Formalization he or she perceived. 


Educational level. Educational level was found to correlate 
significantly with only one other demographic variable and this 
occurred in the case of educational certification. The finding meant 
that the higher the educational level achieved, the higher the educa- 
tional certification attained. Educational level correlated signifi- 
cantly with three of the research variables as well. In the cases epa 
both Exceptions and Search, the positive correlation suggested that 
the higher the educational level achieved, the higher the Exceptions 
encountered and the more extensive the Search required in the work 


Situation. Educational level correlated significantly but negatively 
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with Formalization. This finding suggested that the h r the 
educational level achieved, the lower the perceived emphasis on 


Formalization. 


Years in present job. Years in present job was found to 


correlate significantly with four of the seven demographic variables: 
(1) age, (2) years in the college, (3) years doing similar work, and 
(4) total work experience. In each case, the more years in the 
present job, the more years accumulated on the other variables. 

Years in present job correlated significantly with only one of the 
research variables and this occurred in the case of Expertise. This 
finding meant that the more years in the present job, the higher 


the perceived emphasis on Expertise. 


Years in the college. Years in the college was found to 
correlate significantly with age and the other three work experience 
variables. In each case, the more years worked in the college, the 
more years accumulated on the other variables. There was no signifi- 
cant correlation obtained between years in the college and any of the 


research variables. 


Years doing similar work. Years doing similar work was found 
to correlate significantly with age and the other three experience 
variables. In each case, the more years doing similar work, the 


more years accumulated on the other experience variables. 


Total work experience. Total work experience was found to 


correlate significantly with age and the other three experience 
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variables. In addition, total work experience was found to correlate 
significantly with Expertise. This finding suggested that the more 


years worked, the greater the perceived emphasis on Expertise. 


Exceptions. The Exceptions variable was found to correlate 
Significantly with Search which meant that the higher the number of 
Exceptions perceived, the more extensive the Search perceived. 
Exceptions correlated significantly but negatively with Formalization 
which meant that the higher the number of Exceptions, the lower the 
perceived emphasis on Formalization. Exceptions was also found to 
correlate significantly with all three effectiveness variables. 

This finding suggested that the more Exceptions perceived, the higher 
the perceptions of Productivity, Adaptability and Overall Effective- 


ness. 


Search. Search was found to correlate significantly with 
Exceptions as noted in the previous section but not with any of the 


other research variables. 


Formalization. Formalization did not correlate significantly 


with any of the other research variables. 


Expertise. Expertise was found to correlate significantly 
with both Productivity and Overall Effectiveness. This finding 
suggested that the higher the perceived emphasis on Expertise, the 


higher the perceptions of Productivity and Overall Effectiveness. 


Productivity. Productivity was found to correlate signi fi— 


cantly with both Adaptability and Overall Effectiveness. In both 
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cases, this finding suggested that the higher the perceived Produc- 
tivity, the higher the perceived Adaptability and Overall Effective- 


ness. 


Overall Effectiveness. Overall Effectiveness was found to 
correlate significantly with Adaptability which meant that the higher 
the perceived Adaptability, the higher the perceived Overall Effective- 


ness. 


Sex. In order to determine whether or not there were signifi- 
cant differences between males and females on any of the demographic 
Or research variables, a t-Test was used. The results are presented 
in Table 4. 

Significant differences were obtained between males and 
females on six of the seven demographic variables. fates were found 
to be older than females, tended to hold higher educational certifica- 
tion and had accumulated more years of work experience on each of the 
four work experience variables than the female respondents. 

Only one significant difference was obtained between males and 
females on the seven research variables and this was in the case of 


Productivity. Females perceived higher Productivity than did male 


respondents. 


Discussion. On the basis of the correlation matrix, it 
appeared that the research variables were relatively independent from 
the demographic variables. As a result, it was decided that the 
relationships between and among the research variables could be tested 


without having to control for the effects of demographic variables. 
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TABLE 4 


Results of t-Test on Demographic and Research Variables 
Using Male and Female Data Groupings 


N = 96 
Male X Female X Probability 
Variable Score Score is (Two-tail) 
Age NTRS) 4.34 34.33 SOM: 
Educational level 2.42 Den 2 1.69 NS 
Beese tonaT. 2.98 2.24 Epi 01 
certification 
meee sth Present 59 3.08 4.53 001 
job 
ee Sail Cee 4.25 001 
college 
Years doing Buse 52100 2523 201 
Similar work 
Total of work 7.75 6.34 AA 001 
experience 
Exceptions 3.84 Saue 0.78 NS 
Search PRR DOr k 126 NS 
Formalization Se el, 3255 -0.53 NS 
Expertise Pees OU) ZacG -1.41 NS 
Productivity 4.01 4.28 = 26 ho J01 
Adaptability 2-61 3.94 -1.28 NS 
Overall ! 4.02 4.12 alg aa J NS 
Effectiveness 
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 


Permission to Conduct Research 

Permission to conduct the research at Lethbridge Community 
College was secured through contacts with the President. The President 
convened a meeting of his senior administrators at which time the 
researcher presented the proposal and received approval to conduct 
the study. It was agreed that the study would be conducted at no 
direct cost to the college and with no subsequent obligations on the 
part of anyone involved. Upon satisfactory completion of the final 
oral, the researcher promised that a copy of the dissertation would 


be forwarded to the college for information. 


Data Collection 

Data collection occurred during the third week of November. 
As a result of direct contacts with senior administrators and depart- 
ment chairmen, copies of the covering letter and four-part question- 
naire (Appendix C) were distributed to all full-time staff members 
of every department in the college. In a number of cases, college 
administrative officials assisted by distributing the questionnaire 
and encouraging staff members to participate in the study. 

Additional data were collected as a result of interviews 
conducted with all senior administrators as well as various staff 
members in non-administrative capacities. The original interview 
schedule was disrupted, however, when the President of the College 
was dismissed by the Board on Wednesday of the data collection week. 


As a result, a number of planned interviews had to be cancelled and 
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some difficulties were encountered in conducting the remainder as 
planned. 

The majority of completed questionnaires were returned directly 
during the data collection week. The remainder of the completed 
questionnaires were returned via courier service as the postal strike 
prevented direct mailing. 

On Thursday morning of the data collection week, a letter 
expressing appreciation for support in the study and encouraging 
respondents to complete and return outstanding questionnaires was 
distributed throughout the college (Appendix D). In addition, a 
number of senior administrators contacted people in their respective 
divisions and departments and encouraged them to return questionnaires 


afj/they had not already done so. 


Data Treatment 

Data from completed questionnaires were coded on computer 
cards for analysis. Responses to the personal and demographic 
variables were coded in relationship to a system designed for this 
purpose. Responses to the technology instrument were coded as 
follows: "1" for response which represented either few exceptions 
or minimal search on up to "5" for either many exceptions or exten- 
sive search. Responses to the structural instrument were coded as 
follows: "1" for highly nonbureaucratic responses on up to "5" for 
highly bureaucratic responses. Responses to the organizational 
effectiveness instrument were coded as follows: "1" for responses 


indicating low perceived effectiveness on up to "5" for indications 


of high perceived effectiveness. 
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Frequencies and distribution of responses. The first data 


treatment involved the determination of frequencies and percentage 
distributions of responses on all items in the questionnaire using 


the Division of Educational Research Service's (DERS) NONP4 program. 


Testing the experimental hypotheses using departments. In 


order to test the nine experimental hypotheses in relation to 
departments as the unit of organization, departments were grouped 

on the basis of high and low mean scores on the pair of independent 
variables identified in each hypothesis in a manner similar to that 
described in Figure 7 in this chapter. Because the number of depart- 
ments involved was small, no statistical procedure was employed in 
comparing mean effectiveness scores in each of the four cells. Asa 
result, actual differences in mean effectiveness scores were examined 
and compared and the structural characteristics found to be associated 
with the highest and lowest mean effectiveness scores were identified 
in relation to each of the experimental hypotheses for which there was 


sufficient data. 


Testing the research hypotheses using two-way analysis of 


variance. Insofar as the number of departments involved in the study 
did not permit more precise testing of the experimental hypotheses, 

it was decided to examine the experimental hypotheses in relationship 
to the patterns perceived by individual respondents in their respective 
departments. A two-way analysis of variance technique was employed 
using the DERS program, ANOV25. Two-way analysis of variance permits 


the investigation of potential interactive relationships among 
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variables as well as the presence of main effects on the part of one 
or more of the variables under study. For the purposes of this study, 
a significant interaction between variables was considered as evidence 
for the possible rejection of null research hypotheses relating to the 
absence of a significant interaction between pairs of variables. The 
presence of significant main effects was taken as grounds for the 
possible rejection of null research hypotheses relating to the absence 


of such main effects-on either of the independent variables identified. 


Respondent groups. In testing the research hypotheses derived 
from the first four experimental hypotheses, all respondents were used. 
Using the procedure described in Figure 7, respondents were divided 
into four approximately equal groups. Two-way analysis of tests were 
then performed in order to ascertain whether or not there were any 
Significant interactions or main effects on the basis of any of the 


three effectiveness variables. 


Factor ‘B* 


High Low 
High means scores High mean scores 
. on both Factor 'A' on Factor {AY but 
Hagh anGuEaACtCOL 8b. low mean scores on 


Factor, Be 


Factor. *A* 
Low mean scores Respondents with 
on Factor “A* but low mean scores on 
ed high mean scores on both Factor “A* 


Factor 'B' ana Factor, ‘5° 


Figure 7. Description of Data Contained in Each of the Four Cells 
Created for Two-way Analysis of Variance Tests 
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In testing the research hypotheses derived from the last four 
experimental hypotheses on archetypal technologies, two respondent 
groups were used. First, respondents were grouped by department and 
departmental mean scores on the two technology variables were calcu- 
lated. Only those departments with mean scores on both technology 
variables in excess of .50 of a scale interval from the 3.00 midpoint 
were considered as having defensible archetypal technologies. When 
it was discovered that this would mean that only five of the twelve 
departments could be considered, the criteria for inclusion were 
modified. As a result, departments with at least one mean score in 
excess of .50 of a scale interval from the 3.00 midpoint were included. 
Data relating to each of the archetypal technologies were then treated 
separately using the same procedure employed in testing the first set 
of research hypotheses. 

The second respondent group involved all respondents irres- 
pective of departmental affiliations. Individual mean scores on the 
two technology variables were calculated and the same criteria for 
inclusion used for departments were employed. Data relating to each 
of the archetypal technologies were then treated using the procedure 
described above. 

Research findings resulting from two-way analysis of variance 
tests of the research hypotheses were then discussed in@relation-to 


the experimental hypotheses. 
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SUMMARY 


This chapter outlined the research design for the study, the 
procedures employed in the selection and refinement of the instruments 
used in the study and concluded with a description of the research 
methodology. 

In the research design section, the purpose and focus of the 
Study were stated, the research variables were specified, respondents 
were identified and the research hypotheses derived from the experi- 
mental hypotheses were presented. 

In the second section of this chapter, the procedures employed 
in the selection and development of the instruments used in the study 
were described. In the case of the technology instrument, a pilot 
study was required and the results were presented and discussed. In 
order to check to construct validity of the technology, structure 
and effectiveness instruments used in Lethbridge Community College, 

a factor analysis technique was used. The results of the factor 
analyses were presented and discussed. On the basis of factor 
analysis, research variable subscales were created. In addition, a 
correlation matrix for the demographic and research variables was 
constructed as a means of examining the relationships among these 
variables. 

In the final section of this chapter, the research methodology 
was described. This section included such things as securing per- 
mission to conduct the study, the methods of data collection used and 
the various data treatment procedures employed in the study. 

The next chapter describes the college and respondents in the 


study. 
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Chapter 5 
DESCRIPTION OF THE COLLEGE AND RESPONDENTS 


This chapter presents a description of the college in which 
the study was conducted, the response rate on the questionnaire, a 
description of the respondents on the basis of nine demographic 
variables and a description of the departments involved in the 


study on the basis of the seven research variables. 
DESCRIPTION OF THE COLLEGE 


Established as a Junior College in 1957, Lethbridge Community 
College serves approximately 1,300 students by offering a variety of 
technical, vocational and general education programs. In addition to 
regular day-time programs, the college has developed an extensive 
Continuing Education program as well as offering a variety of special 
seminars and workshops for many business, industrial and community 
groups in the region. 

The administrative structure of Lethbridge Community College 
is presented in Figure 8. Basically, the college was made up of four 
divisions: Continuing Education, Instruction, Student Services and 
Finance. In addition, a number of support services such as Personnel, 
the Steno Pool and Printing Services were grouped in the President's 


Office. 


Continuing Education, while divided into several departments 


for reasons of administrative convenience, tended to operate using a 


86 


oat 2 


" Aon Se ig tay! stu jaapa age 


ae 14 ‘ Ti ” ame 
re ny rie aT Me: m1) 


oe eliao ce, 4) \ ‘au hen Seid | ayy wirkdiia, niet ee Mi 
\ i ‘ 


dy 
i, a 


Pathe 


} / ; f 
i in fy) 


: Teer, ome oad ehalge saint 


? it 


7 » Laan a a? th fi ate OLS peat Ba aids 


ee: Wr 


: ia cis ror st, 1 ere bath 7, ileal 
; ; | fics 


‘ = oe 
Bates a : lai nene “cae, 
oo 
4 = 1 ; ae 
fe YRS Od hinge om bah 
’ ' 5 


87 


ezen Aeq | 


Soper “ules, 


QoueTtoOS “Aug 


queue o70sUuq meq 


wSTTeurznor 


Aeysuezl, *atug 


SOUeUSAUTeW (ULE == aby *dezq ebatqtoo 
Ul 
SANITNOTAHY “pq °shug BSOTAAIS 
Aytunumos 
“pa butsany Say otTpey 
AayAsSnpul 


zesang 


SoUueUT Y 


ZoRVDeIATG 


“aes butjutag 


S8OTAISS JuepnaAs 
ZOVOsATG 


jUueISTSSY 


: SATINIXY 
Teuuosz9g ; 


“PH SSoUuTSNY, 


AzerAqTyT 


POUSTOS pue sqazy_ 
JO 270}90aTG 


uOTIONAISUT 
gO uvod 


ABOTIIO 


UOT} eUAOJUT 


queqstssy 


“Pd °3uUOD 


Z0j99ITG 


TOOg ouaqs 


queptserg 


ebeTToo Aytunumo5 ebptaquzeT—zaeyo Teuotjzeztuebz90 «=6*g eanbty 


ya en i 


flexible, team-oriented approach to program development and instruc- 
tion. The vast majority of staff members in the Continuing Education 
Division were hired on an as-needed basis but there were fifteen staff 
members who could be considered as fulltime. 

The Instructional Division, under the direction of the Dean of 
Instruction, was made up of three sections: Arts and Science, four 
Special Schools and the Library. The Director of Arts and Science 
supervised eight program areas involving twenty-eight fulltime instruc- 
tors. Each of the four Special Schools—Business Education, Nursing, 
Agriculture and Technical Trades—was under the supervision of a 
Department Chairman. There were ten fulltime staff members in 
Business, seven in Nursing, nine in Agriculture and fourteen in 
Technical Trades. The Library, under the supervision of the Head 
Librarian, involved seven fulltime staff members. 

The Student Services Division was made up of six sections: 
the Registrar, Counselling, Athletics, the Barn which was the college's 
recreational centre, the Day Care Centre and Housing. A total of 
fourteen fulltime staff members are involved in the various aspects 
of the Student Services Division. 

The Finance Division was made up of five departments: Bursar, 
Bookstore, Food Services, Maintenance and Purchasing. Food Services, 
because it was staffed primarily by students on a foods program, was 


omitted from consideration in this study. There were five fulltime 


staff members in the Bursar's Office, three in the Bookstore, fifteen 


in Maintenance and four in the Purchasing department. 


The President's Office included the President, an Executive 
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Secretary, an Information Officer, and an Executive Assistant respon- 
sible for Personnel, the Steno Pool and Printing Services. Of these, 
only the Steno Pool, with eight fulltime staff members, was considered 
as a department for the purposes of this study although data were 


collected from individuals associated with the President's Office. 
RESPONDENTS AND RESPONSE RATE 


Questionnaires were distributed to all staff members who were 
involved in the principal task or tasks of college departments having 
a minimum of four, fulltime staff members. Table 5 presents a descrip- 
tion of the research sample in terms of (1) total number of people on 
staff in each division and department, (2) the number of completed 
questionnaires returned by each division and department, and (3) the 
percentage return rate for each division and department. 

In the case of Continuing Education, the small number of 
staff members involved necessitated consideration of this division as 
if it were a department. In the Student Services Division, only the 
Counselling department qualified as a department for the purposes of 
this study. As a result, all other respondents from the Student 
Services Division were grouped together and considered as a department. 
Other Personnel, which included staff in the President's Office, the 
Dean of Instruction and the staff in the office of the Director, 
Finance Division, were included in data analyses which involved "all 
respondents" but were eliminated from consideration in the context of 


a specific departmental affiliation because of the insufficient 


numbers involved. 
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TABLE 5 


Description of Respondents and Response Rate to 
Questionnaire by Division and Department 
in the College 


Total Number Percentage 
Organizational Unit Number Returned Returned 
Continuing Education Division ES NS) 86.7 
Division of Instruction US 40 54.8 
a) Arts and Science Dept. 24 19 70.4 
b) Business Education Dept. 10 0) O20 
c) Nursing Education Dept. 6 6 100.0 
d) Agriculture Dept. 9 4 44.4 
e) Technical Trades Dept. 14 4 28.6 
f) Library 7 i 100.0 
Student Services Division 14 10 a 
a) General 10 6 60.0 
b) Counselling Dept. 4 4 100.0 
Finance Division 24 19 U5 
a) Bursar's Office 5 3 60.0 
b) Maintenance Dept. 15 12 80.0 
c) Purchasing Dept. 4 4 100.0 
Steno Pool 8 7 87.5 
Other Personnel** 8 8 100.0 
Overall 142 97 6955 


eee ek ee Ree SE ee a Ss eee 


** Other Personnel included staff in the President's Office, the Dean 
of Instruction and personnel in the office of the Director, Finance 


Division. 
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Although response rates were lower than anticipated in a number 
of college departments, only the Business Education Department was 


dropped from further consideration. 
DESCRIPTION OF THE RESPONDENTS 


Data were collected on nine personal and demographic variables 


for the purposes of describing and grouping respondents in this study. 


Sex of Respondents 


The distribution of sample respondents by sex for divisions 
and departments in the college is presented in Table 6. The sample 
was composed of 58.4% males and 41.6% females which approximated the 
overall distribution among staff in the college as a whole. In the 
Continuing Education Division, there were 61.5% female respondents as 
compared to 38.5% males. In the Division of Instruction, there were 
approximately twice as many male respondents as female. Males domin- 
ated respondents from Arts and Science, Agriculture and Technical 
Trades with 95.0%, 100% and 100% males respectively. On the other 
hand, 100% of the respondents from Nursing Education and 85.7% from 
the Library were female. 

Student Services involved an even split between males and 
females although two-thirds of the six people on the general staff 
were female while 75% of the Counselling staff were Bete 

In the Finance Division, 78.9% of respondents were male. At 
the departmental level within the Finance Division, ONLY; 33.35 Of 
respondents in the Bursar's Office were male as compared with Ol. 7% 


in Maintenance and 75.0% in Purchasing. 
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TABLE 6 


Sex of Respondents by Divisional and 
Departmental Groupings 


N = 89 
Male Female 

Department N % N % TO ack 
Continuing Education 5 38.5 8 61.5 3 
Instruction 27 Cio iS B25 40 
a) Arts and Science 18 94 7 2 Ses 19 
b) Nursing Education 0 0.0 6 LOG20 6 
c) Agriculture 4 100.0 @) OO 4 
ad) Technical Trades 4 100.0 0) 0.0 4 
e) Library iy L4ae3 6 2520) 7! 
Student Services 5 50.0 5 5020 FO 
a) General 2 33.5 4 66.7 6 
b) Counsellors 3 DSS) 1 250 4 
Finance ARS) 78.9 4 23 19 
a) Bursar's Office 1 S35 2 66.7 3 
b) Maintenance 311 91.7 2 8.3 2 
c) Purchasing 3 a Seo 1 25.0 4 
Steno Pool ¢) OF 0 ¥ 100.0 q 
Overall 52 58.4 37, 41.6 89 
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All respondents from the Steno Pool were female. 


Age of Respondents 


The age categories of respondents grouped by division and 
department are presented in Table 7. The median age of respondents 
in Continuing Education was 31.3 years. The median age for respondents 
in the Division of Instruction was 37.4 years. Median ages of res- 
pondents in each of the departments which made up the Division of 
Instruction ranged from a low of 34.3 years in the Library to a high 
of 46.5 years in Agriculture. Median age of respondents in both the 
Arts and Science and Technical Trades departments was 40.5 years. In 
Nursing Education, the median age of respondents was 35.5 years. 

In the Student Services Division, the median age of all res- 
pondents was 31.7 years. Median age of respondents in the general 
staff was 25.5 years but 35.5 years for the Counselling staff. 

In the Finance Division, the median age of all respondents 
was 44.3 years which was the highest of all divisions in the college. 
This was broken down into median ages of 41.7 years in the Bursar's 
Office, 49.2 years in Maintenance and 35.5 years in Purchasing. 

The Steno Pool respondents had a median age of 33.0 years. 

When taken from the perspective of all respondents in the 
study, the median age for the research sample was calculated at 


39.2 years. 


Educational Level of Respondents 


Table 8 presents the highest educational level achieved by 


respondents grouped by divisions and departments. Of the thirteen 
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TABLE 8 


Highest Educational Level Achieved by Divisional 
and Departmental Grouping 
N = 89 


a 
a 


Grades College or 
1-12 Tech. Inst. University Other* 
Department N % N % N % N % 

Continuing Education 1 Ved 12 9255 
Instruction 2) 50 5 ZS 32 80.0 zh 2S 

a) Arts and Science il SHES Li? 89.4 a ates} 

b) Nursing 6, -100...0 

c) Agriculture & LO0G30 

qd) Technical Trades 8} 15.0 1 PAS Ke) 

e) Library 2 28.6 a Pars 4 Sif fea 
Student Services 4 40.0 6 60.0 

a) General 4 66.7 Zz. Sons 

b) Counselling 2510050 
Finance 14 Seer 5 ZO70 

a) Bursar's Office ee OO AO 

b) Maintenance 9 L520 3 25.20 

c) Purchasing 2 50.0 2 5050 
Steno Pool 5 1134 2 28.6 
Overall 2 PAS VS LLG; Loe 50 Sows ak a baa 


pupae eee 


* Accredited training from an agency other than those listed. 
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respondents in Continuing Education, twelve or 92.3% had attended 
university. In the Division of Instruction, the highest level of 
education achieved was slightly lower as 80% had attended university. 
In Arts and Science 89.4% had attended university in comparison with 
100% of respondents in both Nursing Education and Agriculture. In 
the Technical Trades department, 75% of respondents had attended a 
college or technical institute while 25% had attended university. 

The spread on this variable was greatest in the Library where 28.6% 
of respondents had completed high school, 14.3% had attended college 
and 57.1% had attended university. 

In Student Services, 66.7% of the general staff had attended 
college or a technical institute while 33.3% had attended university. 
This compared with 100% of the respondents in Counselling who had 
attended university. 

In the Finance Division, none of the respondents had attended 
university while a majority, fourteen of the nineteen or 73.7% had 
completed high school only. All three respondents in the Bursar's 
Office had completed high school. In Maintenance, 75% had completed 
high school while 25% had attended a college or technical institute. 
Respondents in the Purchasing department split evenly with 50% having 
completed high school and 50% having attended a college or technical 
institute. 

Respondents in the Steno Pool indicated that 71.4% had com- 
pleted high school while 28.6% had attended a college or technical 


institute. 


When viewed from the perspective of all respondents in the 
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sample, twenty-one or 23.6% had completed high school, seventeen or 
19.1% had attended a college or technical institute, fifty jor 56.52% 
had completed university and one or 1.1% had received credit from a 


training agency other than those listed. 


Highest Educational Certification 
Held by Respondents 


The highest educational certification held by respondents 
Rare by divisions and departments is presented in Table 9. Of 
the thirteen respondents in Continuing Education, one had a college 
diploma, seven had achieved Bachelor's degrees and five had completed 
Master's programs. In the Division of Instruction, one had a high 
school diploma, six had college diplomas, fourteen had Bachelor's 
degrees, seventeen had completed Master's programs and two had under- 
taken doctoral programs. In the departments which made up the Division 
of Instruction, fourteen of the twenty staff members in Arts and 
Science had Master's degrees while one had a college diploma, three 
had Bachelor's degrees and one had undertaken a doctoral program. 
All six respondents in Nursing Education had Bachelor's degrees. In 
Agriculture, three respondents had Master's degrees and one had 
completed a doctoral program. Three of the four respondents from 
Technical Trades had college diplomas, or their equivalent and one 
had a Bachelor's degree. The Library staff was composed of one 
respondent with a high school diploma, two with college diplomas and 
four with Bachelor's degrees. 

Of the ten respondents in Student Services, four of the 


general staff had college diplomas, two had Bachelor's degrees while 
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TABLE 9 


Highest Educational Certification Attained by Divisional and 
Departmental Groupings 
N = 89 


College Bachelor's Master's 


Department High School Diploma Degree Degree Doctorate 
Continuing 
Education up 7 5 
Instruction if 6 14 L7 2 
a) Arts & 
Science 1 BS 14 ih 
b) Nursing 6 
Gi AGric. 3 z 
a) Tech. 
Trades 3 m8 
e) Library ii 2 4 
Student 
Services 4 2 4 
a) General 4 2 
b) Coun- 
selling 4 
Finance 14 5 
a) Bursar 3 
b) Mainten- 
ance 9 3 
c) Purchasing 2 2 
Steno Pool 4 3 
Overall N 19 Oy ee 23 26 2 
% PRS PE ES} 25.8 PS eS Daa 
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all four members of the Counselling staff had completed Master's 
programs. 

In the Finance Division, fourteen of the nineteen respondents 
had completed high school while the remainder had achieved college 
diplomas. In the Bursar's Office, all three respondents had high 
school diplomas. The Maintenance staff was divided into nine with 
high school diplomas and three with college of technical institute 
diplomas. The Purchasing department staff split evenly with two 
respondents having completed high school and two with college diplomas. 

Of the seven respondents in the Steno Pool, four had completed 
high school and three had earned college diplomas. 

In relationship to the total sample, nineteen or 21.3% had 
completed high school, nineteen or 21.3% had college diplomas or 
their equivalent, twenty-three or 25.8% had earned Bachelor's degrees, 
twenty-six or 29.3% had Master's degrees and two or 2.3% of the 


sample had undertaken doctoral programs. 


Job Titles of Respondents 


Respondents were drawn from all fulltime departmental staff 
members engaged in the principal task or tasks of their respective 
departments. In Table 10, respondents are described by the distribu- 
tion of job titles in divisions and departments of the college. Of 
the thirteen respondents in Continuing Education, one was a Division 


Director, ten were classified as Instructors, one was an Administrative 


Assistant and one was an Executive Secretary. In the Division of 


Instruction, one was classified as a Division Director or equivalent, 


three were Department Heads, thirty respondents were Instructors, one 
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was a Librarian, and five were classified as Library Assistants or 
Aides according to the college's classification system. In Arts and 
Science, one respondent was a Division Director and eighteen were 
Instructors. All six respondents from Nursing Education were Instruc- 
tors. In both Agriculture and Technical Trades, one respondent was a 
Department Head and three were Instructors. Of the seven respondents 
from the Library, one was a Department Head, one was a Librarian and 
five were classified as Library Assistants or Aides. 

In the Student Service Division, one respondent was an Instruc- 
tor, four were Counsellors, two were classified as Administrative 
Assistants, one was an Executive Secretary and two were Clerk-typists. 

Three of the nineteen respondents from the Finance Division 
were Department Heads, three were Clerk-typists and thirteen were 
classed as Other which meant either maintenance workers or people in 
purchasing. The Bursar's Office respondents were divided into one 
Department Head and two Clerk-typists. Respondents from the Mainte- 
nance department were divided into one Department Head and eleven 
maintenance people. Respondents from the Purchasing department 
included one Department Head, one Clerk-typist and two staff members 
involved in the general functioning of the department. 

Two of the seven respondents from the Steno Pool had the 
responsibilities of Administrative Assistants while the remaining 
five were classified as Clerk-typists. 

Of the total sample, 2.2% were Division Directors, 6.7% were 
Department Heads, 46.1% were Instructors, 4.5% were Counsellors, 


1.1% were Librarians, 5.6% were Administrative Assistants or 
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equivalent, 5.6% were Aides or Assistants, 2.2% were Executive Secre- 
taries, 11.2% were Clerk-typists and 14.6% were involved in Maintenance 


or purchasing. 


Work Experience of Respondents 


Data were collected from respondents regarding the length of 
work experience in terms of (1) number of years in present HOODEO) 
number of years in this college, (3) number of years doing similar 
work, and (4) number of years of work experience since leaving high 


school. 


Work experience in present job. Table 11 presents the fre- 
quency distribution of respondents distributed according to the number 
of years in their present jobs by divisional and shat ladies! group- 
ings. Of all divisions in the college, Continuing Education respon- 
dents had the lowest number of years in their present job with a 
median of 2.1 years. In the Division of Instruction, the median for 
number of years spent working in the present job was 4.5 years. In 
terms of departments within the division, respondents in Arts and 
Science had been engaged in their present jobs for longer than those 
in any other department within the Division of Instruction with a 
median of 5.2 years. Agriculture was next in terms of length of 
experience with a median of 4.5 years. Nursing Education and Tech- 
nical Trades had the same median of 3.5 years although the range was 
greater in the case of Nursing Education. The Library staff repre- 
sented a median of 2.0 years in their present job. 


In the Student Services Division, staff members had worked in 
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their present jobs for a median of 2.5 years. The general staff had 
a median of 2.0 years experience while the Counselling staff repre- 
sented a median of 3.5 years. 

The highest median on years of experience in present HOD SLOT 
all divisions occurred in the Finance Division with a median of 7.6 
years. The medians for the departments within the Finance Division 
were 9.3 years for the Bursar's Office, 7.3 years for Maintenance and 
8.0 years for Purchasing. 

In the Steno Pool, the number of years in the present job 
ranged from one to four years with the median being 2.3 years. 

In terms of the total sample, seventeen or 19.1% had one 
year's experience, nine or 10.1% had two years, eight or 9.0% had 
five years, nineteen or 21.3% had between six and ten years of 
experience, and six or 6.7% of respondents had between eleven and 
fifteen years of experience on their present job. The median for 


the total sample was 4.1 years of experience in the present job. 


Work experience in the college. As indicated in Table 12, 
the number of years worked in the college was similar to, but slightly 
higher than was the case on the previous variable. The respondents 
in Continuing Education had worked in the college for a median of 


2.1 years. In the Division of Instruction, the median for years 


worked in the college was 4.9 years. Respondents in Arts and Science 


had worked in the college for a median of 6.0 years which was the 
highest median score on this variable within the Division of Instruc- 
tion. Agriculture respondents were next with a median of 4.5 years. 


Both Nursing Education and Technical Trades had the same median of 
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3.5 years. The Library staff was the lowest in the division in terms 
of years worked in the college with a median of 3.0 years. 

Respondents in Student Services had worked in the college for 
a median of 2.5 years. The general staff had worked for a median of 
2.0 years which was the lowest in the college. Counselling staff had 
worked in the college for a median of 3.5 years. 

Respondents from the Finance Division had the highest median 
for years worked in the college of any division with a median of 7.6 
years. Departmental medians within the division were 9.3 years for 
the Bursar's Office, 7.3 years for Maintenance and 8.0 years of work 
in the college for Purchasing. 

Respondents in the Steno Pool had worked in the college for 
a median of 2.3 years. 

In relationship to the total sample, seventeen or 19.1% had 
worked in the college for one year, six or 6.7% had worked for two 
years, nine or 10.1% had worked for three years, sixteen or 18.0% had 
worked for four years, twelve or 13.5% had worked for five years, 
twenty or 22.5% had worked for six to ten years, six.or 6.7% had 
worked in the college for eleven to fifteen years and three or 3.4% 
had been with the college for sixteen to twenty years. The median 


for the total sample was 4.3 years. 


Work experience doing similar work. Table 13 presents the 


frequency distributions of respondents in the number of years of 
Similar work experience by divisional and departmental groupings. 


In Continuing Education, respondents had engaged in similar work for 


a median of 3.7 years which was the lowest of all departments in the 
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college. In the Division of Instruction, the median for years of 
similar work experience was 5.9 years. In Arts and Science, the median 
was 6.0 years of similar work experience. Of all respondents in the 
division, those in Nursing Education had the highest median—9.2 
years—on years of similar work experience. Technical Trades followed 
closely with a median of 8.8 years. Respondents in the Library had 
engaged in similar work for a median of 5.6 years while respondents 

in Agriculture had engaged in similar work for only 4.5 years. 

The median for years of experience doing similar work for res- 
pondents in the Student Services Division was 4.8 years. The median 
for the general staff was 4.5 years while the Counsellors remained 
consistently higher with a median of 5.0 years of experience. 

As with the previous work experience variables, respondents 
from the Finance Division had the highest median of all divisions in 
the college with a median of 10.9 years. Within the division, the 
Maintenance department respondents had the most years of similar work 
experience with a median of 18.0 years. The Bursar's Office res- 
pondents were next with a median of 10.7 years. The median for 
Purchasing was 8.0 years. 

Respondents from the Steno Pool had a median of 5.8 years of 
experience doing similar work. 

From the perspective of the total sample, five or 5.6% had 
worked at similar jobs for one year, seven or 7.9% had worked for 
two years, two or 2.2% had worked for three years, eight or 8.9% had 
worked for four years, thirteen or 14.7% of the total had worked for 


five years, thirty-two or 35.9% had worked for six to ten years at 


=) Ae Gat’ oh Heat Log? onese : owes onan 


xan b bis, " 


beds Pe ate : 


il 
, “| 
i te i 
‘ / ea f i 
¥ 
aL i y { ies 
| i 
} W) oy ‘ i 
j , 
: ‘i 
{ 
(mh hy, ' 
\ 
P F ” 
f 
a iv 
i 7 
p 7 i} 
, i \ Pend Celi iF 
i BF 
> 
i : 
i} 
_ rw Oe ty 
vi 9 
Ss (eee 4 
oe searety ae 
: Me 
axle feat \) sali stud enact 
1 | i f vi vi on 
te aS a : be i 
sae , i on 
f, by wy I : ’ fanz a 1. 
‘ any 
eerie | 
r r a Ve 
i 5 ; f hy igh pay ba “higee ve aa 
i " f 
) ¢ 4 ‘ 4 iy 
ee ee ee 
’ ir 1 
} ; a7 - 
xy ‘ i 
ie fy a 
wesw * } » (Ose 4 - Ww 
: ves ue a 
Lie : : 
A eM ‘# 4 ae ; : 


1 ss } 7 ) 
i i Gi : ae Phi 
Lets ony Sir cat? som + oa % $e a 


weit) rhe my ¥ *~ , 


She il ety Vs) 


ve ” af? Legacy ania 
a ae! Af 2 Ie hl Ln 


cn 


i 7 ea i aq. aaosites é 


109 


similar jobs, ten or 11.3% had worked for eleven to fifteen years, one 
or 1.1% had worked for sixteen to twenty years and eleven or 12.4% of 
the sample had worked at similar jobs for twenty-one years or more. 
The median for the total sample was 5.8 years of experience doing 


Similar work. 


Total work experience since leaving high school. Table 14 


presents a frequency distribution of total work experience of respon- 
dents by divisional and departmental groupings. The median for 
respondents from Continuing Education was the lowest of all divisions 
in the college at 7.4 years. Respondents in the Division of Instruc- 
tion had worked for a median of 13.8 years. The total work experience 
of respondents in Arts and Science was the highest of all departments 
within the division at 18.0 years. This was followed by Technical 
Mrades at 15.5 years, Nursing Education at 13.0 years, the Library at 
11.3 years and Agriculture at 8.8 years. 

Student Services Division respondents had worked for a median 
of 10.5 years since leaving high school. A major difference in total 
work experience emerged when the general staff was compared with the 
Counsellors. The median for the general staff was 5.5 years while 
the median for the Counselling staff was 18.0 years. 

Respondents from the Finance Division once more were the 


highest in the college with a median of 21.5 years of work experience 


since leaving high school. The median for Maintenance department 


respondents was 21.8 years, closely followed by respondents from the 


Bursar's Office at 21.7 years. In the Purchasing department, respon- 


Sentethadiworked for a median of 15.5 years since leaving highyschool, 
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Steno Pool respondents had worked for a median of 9.7 years. 

Of the total sample, one or 1.1% had worked for two years, 
two or 2.3% had worked for three years, four or 4.5% had worked for 
four years, three or 3.4% had worked for five years, twenty-eight 
or 31.5% had worked for six to ten years, thirteen or 14.0% of the 
sample had worked for eleven to fifteen years, twelve or 13.5% had 
worked for sixteen to twenty years and twenty-six or 29.2% of the 
sample had worked for twenty-one years or more since leaving high 
school. The median for the total sample was 13.0 years of work 
experience since leaving high school. 

DESCRIPTION OF DEPARTMENTS ON THE BASIS 
OF THE SEVEN RESEARCH VARIABLES 

In order to describe the departments involved in the study and 
to test the hypotheses, perceptual data were collected from respondents 
relating to the seven research variables in the study: Exceptions and 
Search, the two technology variables; Formalization and Expertise, the 
two structural variables; and Productivity, Adaptability and Overall 
Effectiveness, the three effectiveness variables. In this section, 
the twelve departments in the study are described by presenting them 


in rank order on the basis of mean scores on each of the seven research 


variables. 


Description of Departments in Terms. of 


Perceived Work Technology 
Perceptual data were collected from respondents relating to 


the two technology variables in this study: the number of excep elope) 


cases encountered in the job (Exceptions) and the extent of ‘the search 
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behaviour required to handle the exceptional cases encountered 


(Search). 


Description of departments on perceived Exceptions. Table 15 


presents the departments in descending rank order on the basis of 
mean scores on perceived Exceptions. A high mean score means that 
respondents perceived that many exceptional cases were encountered 


in the work of their department. 


TABLE 15 


Rank Order of Departments by Mean Scores on 
the Technology Variable, Exceptions 


Department n Mean Score on Exceptions 
Library 1 4.24 
Counselling 4 4.17 
Student Services 6 Cd 
Agriculture 4 4.00 
Technical Trades 4 4.00 
Bursar's Office 3 4.00 
Purchasing | 4 4.00 
Nursing Education 6 3.99 
Arts and Science 19 3297 
Continuing Education 1S: 3.69 
Maintenance ie 2.92 
Steno Pool 7 2.92 
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The Library, Counselling and Student Services ranked highest on 
mean Exceptions which meant that respondents in these departments 
perceived that many exceptional cases were encountered in their work. 


Agriculture, Technical Trades, the Bursar's Office and Purchasing came 
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next in rank order with identical 4.00 mean scores on perceived 
Exceptions. Nursing Education and Arts and Science were close behind 
with mean scores of 3.98 and 3.97 respectively on Exceptions. Con- 
tinuing Education, with a mean score of 3.69 on Exceptions, stood 
somewhat isolated from those above or below in the rank order. 
Maintenance and the Steno Pool tied for the lowest mean score of all 
departments in the college with a mean of 2.92 on Exceptions. This 
meant that respondents in Maintenance and the Steno Pool perceived 
their work to involve fewer exceptional cases encountered than did 


respondents in any other departments in the college. 


Deseriptionsof departments .on perceived Search. @Table 16 


presents the departments in descending rank order on the basis of 
mean scores on perceived Search. A high mean score means that 
respondents perceived an extensive search behaviour required in 
order to handle exceptional cases encountered in the work of their 
department. 

Nursing Education, with a mean of 3.98 on Search, was the 
highest of all departments on this variable. This meant that res- 
pondents in Nursing Education perceived a more extensive search 
behaviour required to handle the exceptional cases encountered in 
their departmental work than Aigirecpondeacs in any of the other 
departments in the college. Next in rank order came Counselling 


with a mean score of 3.32 on Search. The next four departments in 


rank order—Arts and Science, Agriculture, Technical Trades and 


Continuing Education—were all instructional departments with mean 


Scores ranging from 3.10 down to 3.02 on Search. Purchasing, Student 
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Services, the Library and the Bursar's Office tended to group together 


with mean scores ranging from 2.47 down to 2.34 on Search. As was the 


TABLE 16 


Rank Order of Departments by Mean Scores on 
the Technology Variable, Search 


eee 


Department n Mean Score on Search 
(oe phy Sol eets cea te a aa ie ee a ee See ee ee re ot 


Nursing Education 6 3298 
Counselling 4 BES 
Arts and Science ale) SNe) 
Agriculture 4 305 
Technical Trades 4 3.05 
Continuing Education 1S 3202 
Purchasing 4 PA | 
Student Services 6 2.40 
Library ii 2) 35 
Bursar's Office 3 2.34 
Maintenance We 2.19 
Steno Pool V 2.02 


nn a 


case on the Exceptions variable, Maintenance and the Steno Pool had 
the lowest mean scores on Search with means of 2.19 and 2.02 respec 
tively. This meant that respondents in Maintenance and the Steno 
Pool perceived a relatively minimal search behaviour required in 
order to handle the exceptional cases encountered in their depart- 
mental work. 


Description of Departments in Terms of 


Perceived Organizational Structure 


Perceptual data were collected from respondents relating to 
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the two structural variables in this study: Emphasis on Formalization 


and Emphasis on Expertise. 


Description of departments on perceived Formalization. Table 


17 presents the departments in descending rank order on the basis of 
mean scores on perceived emphasis on Formalization. A high mean score 


means that respondents perceived a high emphasis of Formalization. 


TABLE 17 


Rank Order of Departments by Mean Scores on 
the Structural Variable, Formalization 


Department n Mean Scores on Formalization 
Maintenance a2 8522 
Steno Pool fh 3201 
Bursar's Office ) xe al: 
Technical Trades 4 2.80 
Agriculture 4 26 Ou 
Continuing Education 13 2200 
Student Services 6 2.69 
Library 7 2EDo 
Purchasing 4 2203 
Arts and Science 19 2.47 
Nursing Education 6 2.23 
Counselling 4 1.87 
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Maintenance and the Steno Pool were the highest departments 
in terms of perceived Formalization with mean scores 0£ 3.22 ands3 01 


respectively. This meant that respondents in these two departments 


perceived a higher emphasis on Formalization than did respondents in 


other departments in the college. The next two departments in rank 
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order were the Bursar's Office and Technical Trades with mean scores 
on Formalization of 2.91 and 2.80 respectively. The next six depart- 
ments—Agriculture, Continuing Education, Student Services, the 
Library, Purchasing and Arts and Science—tended to group together 
with mean scores ranging from 2.67 to 2.47 on Formalization. The 

two departments with the lowest mean scores on Formalization were 
Nursing Education and Counselling with means of 2.23 and 1.87 respec- 
tively. This meant that respondents in these two departments per- 
ceived Formalization to be lower than did respondents in any of the 


other departments in the college. 


Description of departments on perceived Expertise. Table 18 
presents the departments in descending rank order on the basis of 
means scores on perceived emphasis on Expertise. A high mean score 
means that respondents perceived a high emphasis on Expertise. 

Counselling, witha mean score of 4.37, was the highest of all 
departments on perceived emphasis on Expertise. This meant that 
respondents in the Counselling department perceived that a greater 
emphasis was placed on Expertise in their department than did res- 
pondents in any other department in the college. Nursing Education, 
the Bursar's Office, the Steno Pool and Maintenance were the next 
highest in rank order. Nursing Education, the Bursar's Office and 
the Steno Pool were tied with mean scores of 4.17 on Expertise while 
Maintenance followed closely behind with a 4.11 mean score. Arts and 
Science, Purchasing and Student Services were next in rank order with 


mean scores of 3.91, 3.83 and 3.80 respectively on Expertise. The 


Library, with a mean score of 3.43, was slightly ahead of Agriculture 


im Vee... | 
} a . ; ; 
{ mn N i : 
fa Ni 
J os a i 
BA at Mi ay i ' Vo ee 
bh, eiviger a’ y" hm 
; i ) ‘uf ; # : rt) 
) 4 i (oan ae i 
ah \ " : be ryt - ‘ i i 
u 1 ' = 
i ‘ } a ii j iw 3 
ri ‘ ae i re s: | io w hay 
~ % i \ j me's 
I + 
H bey { Es an ae 
’ 
eS \ ‘ ‘ 
ia fn al rw bo! 
< ; 7 
in 7 aw ( ; Pe i hl 
/ ' , J a (a d . 
“ i ‘ f H) ' a 4 ont: ake 4 ‘. 
ast. OY 
fs AZ 
* 
i 4 ye MES 
. . y bt 
‘ 
_~ ' 
| i to 
. o] bent 
ag i { 1 wee ‘tare ot Be kt r 4 ny: 
| | eve) 7 res 
i ’ : j a i. 
ee eee ee ae nau Rae ua ni 
i | Ve he Hr : 
j ’ a ‘ . 
wee | . wer es oe ber eye 
a i en i 
{ Di ni = : ; ‘ tt 
iif yr ts 4 t , i j \ ‘ia pant 1 enibtibal oe 
y f yer 4") 4 Fe 
f G@ tan 
2 ; j 
} i ij\ i 4 ' * Oy 
ae j 6 mor XL WEING: sf 
i uit VV, 
ids rey i ( fi os yi Pais} ' i ie ae } yeh ” oc 
| rie m nie 
= AD TE Ree Si WA eae Lg ber 
* ‘ is ; NY : . 7 = 
} if f 4 ne . T ee q ie yaad j 12 f : a by ai ty ¢ 4a 
y be red Wyn, ra ayy heel Palal oy my ‘ e. “ aug = 7 oe iv 
! i gn i’ \ 4 r Pies 
oe on ed os ip 
M Ay auligoiA Werenna Dina Dios | pears cae 
' Ni tis Ay | en 4} : ’ ’ 
‘ps } ri , P 


pine 
ty at : 


j 
Rs 
ied Ay 
- : 
i 


yt eh Ma lle 


ay CPP cota st ogy 


' of : 
tee alr 
Lee pes . 


Yew 


a hie. 
ive bum 


and Continuing Education, with mean scores of 3.33 and 3.30 respec- 
tively on Expertise. The lowest of all departments was Technical 


Trades with a mean score of 2.90 on perceived emphasis on Expertise. 


TABLE 18 


Rank Order of Departments by Mean Scores on 
the Structural Variable, Expertise 


Department n Mean Score on Expertise 
Counselling 4 LW) 
Nursing Education 6 4017 
Bursar's Office 3 4.17 
Steno Pool 6 4.17 
Maintenance iz 4.11 
Arts and Science ig 3292 
Purchasing 4 3.83 
Student Services 6 3.00 
Library i 3.43 
Agriculture 4 S235 
Continuing Education 13 3.30 
Technical Trades 4 2.90 
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This meant that respondents in Technical Trades perceived the emphasis 


on Expertise to be lower in their department than did respondents in 


any other department in the college. 


Description of Departments in Terms of 


Perceived Organizational Effectiveness 


Perceptual data were collected from respondents relating to 
the three organizational effectiveness variables in this study: 


Productivity, Adaptability and Overall Effectiveness. 
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Description of departments on perceived Productivity. Table 


19 presents the departments in descending rank order on the basis of 
mean scores on perceived Productivity. A high mean score means that 


respondents perceived high Productivity. 


TABLE 19 


Rank Order of Departments by Mean Scores on 
the Effectiveness Variable, Productivity 


Department n Mean Scores on Productivity 
Nursing Education 6 4.56 
Bursar's Office 3 4.55 
Purchasing 4 4.50 
Student Services 6 4.44 
Counselling 4 4.33 
Library 7 4°33 
Steno Pool 6 4.14 
Continuing Education 13 4.03 
Agriculture 4 4.00 
Arts and Science ue) Sil 
Technical Trades 4 3.89 
Maintenance 1 3567 
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Nursing Education, the Bursar's Office and Purchasing obtained 
the highest mean scores on perceived Productivity of all departments 
in the college. Next in rank order came Student Services with a mean 


score on Productivity of 4.44, followed by Counselling and the Library 


with identical 4.33 mean scores on perceived Productivity. The Steno 


Pool had a mean score of 4.14 on Productivity. Continuing Education, 


Agriculture and Arts and Science were next in rank order with mean 
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scores of 4.03, 4.00 and 3.96 respectively on perceived Productivity. 
Technical Trades, with a mean of 3.89, and Maintenance, with a mean of 
3.67, were the lowest of the twelve departments in terms of perceived 
Productivity. This meant that respondents in these two departments 

perceived Productivity to be lower in their departments than did res- 


pondents in any of the other departments in the college. 


Description of departments on perceived Adaptability. Table 


20 presents the departments in descending rank order on the basis of 
mean scores on perceived Adaptability. A high mean score means that 


respondents perceived that Adaptability was high. 


TABLE 20 


Rank Order of Departments by Mean Scores on 
the Effectiveness Variable, Adaptability © 


Department n Mean Scores on Adaptability 
NIE REE ye rae es!) te Ne eee 
Purchasing 4 4.54 
Bursar's Office 3 4017 
Library 7 4.12 
Student Services 6 4.11 
Technical Trades 4 4.11 
Nursing Education 6 4.00 
Counselling 4 Slo dhe: 
Continuing Education 13 3.78 
Agriculture 4 3.78 
Steno Pool 7 3.62 
Arts and Science 19 3.60 

3.54 


Maintenance 12 


Purchasing was found to have the highest mean score on 
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perceived Adaptability. This meant that respondents in Purchasing 
perceived that Adaptability in their department was higher than did 
respondents in any other departments in the college. The next five 
departments—the Bursar's Office, the Library, Student Services, 
Technical Trades and Nursing Education—tended to group together 
next in rank order with mean scores ranging from 4.17 to 4.00 on 
perceived Adaptability. Counselling, Continuing Education and 
Agriculture were next in the rank order and tied with identical mean 
scores of 3.78 on perceived Adaptability. The Steno Pool, Arts and 
Science and Maintenance were the lowest in rank order of perceived 
Adaptability. This meant that these respondents perceived less 
Adaptability in their departments than did respondents in any of 


the other departments in their college. 


Description of departments on perceived Overall Effectiveness. 


Table 21 presents the departments in descending rank order on the 
basis of mean scores on perceived Overall Effectiveness. A high mean 
score means that respondents perceived the Overall Effectiveness to 
be high. 

Counselling and the Bursar's Office, with mean scores o£ 43575 
and 4.67 respectively on perceived Overall Effectiveness, were the 
highest of all the departments in the college. This meant that res- 
pondents in these two departments perceived the Overall Effectiveness 


of their respective departments to be higher than did respondents in 


any other department in the college. Next in rank order came 


Purchasing with a mean score of 4.50 on perceived Overall Effective- 


ness. Technical Trades and the Library grouped closely together 
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with mean scores of 4.33 and 4.29 respectively on perceived Overall 
Effectiveness. Nursing Education and Student Services had identical 


4.17 mean scores on perceived Overall Effectiveness. Agriculture, 


TABLE 21 


Rank Order of Departments by Mean Scores on the 
Effectiveness Variable, Overall Effectiveness 


Department n Mean Scores on Overall Effectiveness 
Counselling 4 AT 
Bursar's Office 3 4.67 
Purchasing 4 4.50 
Technical Trades 4 4.33 
Library 7 4.29 
Nursing Education 6 Arde 
Student Services 6 ae 
Agriculture 4 4.00 
Continuing Education 13 4.00 
Steno Pool a) 4.00 
Arts and Science 19 See) 
Maintenance ae S258 


ee rt, te ie on es ee ee eS ee 


Continuing Education and the Steno Pool achieved the same 4.00 mean 
scores on perceived Overall Effectiveness. Arts and Science, with a 
mean score of 3.79, and Maintenance, with a mean score of 3.58, were 
the two lowest departments in the college on perceived Overall 

Effectiveness. This meant that respondents in both ee and Science 
and Maintenance perceived the Overall Effectiveness of their depart- 


ments to be lower than did respondents in any other department in the 


college. 
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DIFFERENCES AMONG DEPARTMENTS ON THE DEMOGRAPHIC 
AND RESEARCH VARIABLES 

Originally, it had been intended to use an analysis of 
variance technique as a means of ascertaining if there were any 
significant differences among departmental mean scores on the demo- 
graphic and research variables. When it was discovered that the 
numbers of respondents in many departments were so small, it was 
decided that the results of analysis of variance would not be par- 
ticularly meaningful. Under these circumstances, differences would 
have to be extreme in order for them to be statistically significant. 
An examination of departmental mean scores on the demographic variables 
tended to suggest that there might be some significant differences 
among departments. On the other hand, the correlation matrix presented 
in the previous chapter had demonstrated that the demographic and 
research variables were relatively independent. This meant that the 
hypotheses, which dealt exclusively with the research variables, 
could be tested without controlling for possible effects by demographic 
variables. 

An examination of the departmental mean scores on the research 


variables tended to suggest that, in all likelihood, there would be 


few significant differences. In the case of all three effectiveness 


variables, for example, the range of mean scores was little more than 


one scale interval between the top and bottom. A Similar finding 


Occurred dn: the case of the technology variables.« The majority of 


departmental mean scores on Exceptions were found to be within a 


quarter of a scale interval of one another; only in the cases of 
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Maintenance and the Steno Pool were the mean scores on Exceptions 
appreciably lower than the remainder. Departmental mean scores on 
the technology variable, Search, tended to spread out a little more 
but again, the actual differences were not that great except perhaps 
in the case of Nursing Education which had an appreciably higher mean 
score on Search in comparison to the majority of departments. 

In the case of the two structural variables, departmental 
mean scores on both Formalization and Expertise were found to be 
within roughly 1.4 of a scale interval from top to bottom. 

These observations tended to suggest that there would be 
problems in testing the hypothesized relationships among the research 
variables. Ideally, one would have wished to obtain a greater range 
of mean scores on each of the research variables in order to test the 
hypothesized relationships. Nevertheless, it was decided to continue 
with the remainder of the study as planned, acknowledging the 
potential problems raised by the fact that departmental mean scores 
obtained on each of the seven research variables tended to reflect 
less perceived intraorganizational differences than had been expected 


by the researcher. 
SUMMARY 


This chapter presented a brief description of the college, 
information regarding the response rate to the questionnaire, a 
description of respondents in terms of nine demographic variables 
and a description of the twelve departments when rank ordered on the 


basis of mean scores on the seven research variables. 
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Table 22 presents a summary of departments in descending rank 
order on the basis of seven demographic variables. Some general 
trends were detected in the rank ordering of departments on these 
variables. For example, respondents in Continuing Education were 
among the youngest in the college, among the highest on the two 
education variables. and had the lowest average work experience of 
all departments in the college. This suggested that Continuing 
Education instructors tended to be young, well prepared but lacked 
extensive work experience. On the other hand, respondents in the 
Bursar's Office and Maintenance were among the oldest in the college, 
had the lowest formal educational preparation and were among the 
highest in terms of work experience. 

Table 23 presents a summary of departments in descending rank 
order on the basis of mean scores on the seven BM Pease Seti, 

It must be borne in mind that the rank ordering of departments on 
mean scores tends to mask the fact that the actual differences in 
mean scores on the seven research variables were not that great. It 
was possible to identify some general trends however. Counselling, 
which ranked high on pon Exceptions and Search, was the lowest of 
all departments on Formalization but the highest on Expertise. In 
terms of the effectiveness variables, the mean scores on both Produc- 
tivity and Adaptability were average in relation to other departments 
but highest on Overall Effectiveness. Maintenance, oe the other hand, 
was low on both of the technology variables, tended to be high on 


both structural variables and the lowest of all twelve departments on 


each of the three effectiveness variables. The mean scores obtained 
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for the Steno Pool tended to follow a similar pattern to that of 
Maintenance. 

The rank order of mean scores on all three effectiveness 
variables for Arts and Science proved to be a rather surprising find- 
ing. Arts and Science was the second or third lowest of all depart- 
ments in the ees in terms of perceived effectiveness. On the 
other hand, respondents in the Bursar's Office perceived their 
effectiveness to be the second highest of all departments in the 
college on all three effectiveness variables. A similar finding 
occurred in the case of Purchasing with mean scores on all three 
effectiveness variables ranking either first or third highest in 
comparison to other departments in the college. 

The next chapter in the study reports the results of testing 
the experimental hypotheses on the basis of departments in the 


college. 
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Chapter 6 
RESEARCH FINDINGS RELATING TO DEPARTMENTS 


Nine experimental hypotheses were derived from organizational 
theory as a means of exploring the relationships between and among 
the technology, structure and organizational effectiveness variables 
selected for use in this study. This chapter presents the research 
findings which resulted when the relationships between the technology 
and structural variables were examined at the departmental level on 
the basis of mean organizational effectiveness scores. 

In order to test each of the experimental hypotheses, depart- 
mental mean scores on each of the seven research variables were 
calculated. A summary of departmental means scores is presented in 
Table 24. As discussed in the previous chapter, an examination of 
departmental means on the seven research variables revealed that 
there was little difference among these scores. In order to divide 
departments on the basis of high and low mean scores for the pair of 
independent variables identified in each of the experimental hypothe- 
ses, it was therefore necessary to make some rather arbitrary dis- 
tinctions. As a result, the actual difference between departments 


with high Formalization and those with low Formalization, for example, 


was not that great. Nevertheless, it was still possible to explore 


the relationships identified in each of the experimental hypotheses 
It should be noted, however, that conclusions 


using departments. 


based on the findings should be viewed as rather tentative in nature. 
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EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 1 


Experimental hypothesis 1 stated that Organizational effec- 
tiveness would be higher when the emphasis on the two structural 
variables—Formalization and Expertise—varied inversely. Table 25 
presents the mean scores on the effectiveness variables when depart- 
ments were grouped on the basis of high and low scores on both 


Formalization and Expertise. 


Findings 
The research findings associated with experimental hypothesis 1 
are presented in relation to a rank ordering of Productivity, Adapta- 


bility and Overall Effectiveness scores. 


Productivity. The highest mean score on Productivity was 
found to be associated with low Formalization and low Expertise. The 
second highest mean Productivity score was obtained for departments 
with low Formalization and high Expertise. The next in rank order 
related to departments with high Formalization and low Expertise. 


The lowest mean Productivity score occurred in departments with high 


Formalization and high Expertise. 


Adaptability. The highest mean Adaptability score was found 
to be associated with departments having low Formalization and low 


Expertise. The second highest mean score on Adaptability occurred in 


departments with high Formalization and low Expertise. The lowest 


mean Adaptability scores were almost identical for departments with 


low Formalization and high Expertise and those with high Formalization 
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and high Expertise. 


Overall Effectiveness. The highest mean Overall Effectiveness 
score was obtained for departments with low Formalization and low 
Expertise. The second highest mean Overall Effectiveness score was 
found to be associated with departments having low Formalization and 
high Expertise. Next in rank order came departments with high 
Formalization and low Expertise. The lowest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness was obtained for departments with high Formalization 
and high Expertise. 

In overview, the findings suggest that effectiveness was 
highest on all three variables for departments with low Formalization 
and low Expertise. Conversely, effectiveness was lowest on all three 


variables for departments with high Formalization and high Expertise. 


Discussion of the Findings 
The findings tended to provide only marginal support for the 
inverse relationship between Formalization and Expertise posited in 


the experimental hypothesis. Effectiveness was perceived to be highest 


on all three variables when both Formalization and Expertise were 
perceived to be low which was contrary to what: had been hypothesized. 
Effectiveness was perceived to be lowest when both Formalization and 
Expertise were high which is as hypothesized by implication at least. 

An examination of the rank order of mean effectiveness scores 
tended to suggest that effectiveness was higher when there was low 
Formalization and either low or high Expertise. 


As a result, experimental hypothesis 1 was only partially 


Supported. 
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EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 2 


Experimental hypothesis 2 stated that organizational effective- 


ness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization—a structural 
variable—and the number of Exceptions—a technology variable—varied 
inversely. Table 26 presents the mean scores on the effectiveness 

variables when departments were grouped on the basis of high and low 


scores on both Formalization and Exceptions. 


Findings 
The research findings associated with experimental hypothesis 2 
are presented in relation to a rank ordering of Productivity, Adapta- 


bility and Overall Effectiveness scores. 


Productivity. The highest mean Productivity score was obtained 


for departments with low Formalization and many Exceptions. The 
second highest mean Productivity score occurred in the case of depart- 
ments with low Formalization and few Exceptions. Next in rank order 
came departments with high Formalization and many Exceptions. The 


lowest mean Productivity score was found to be associated with depart- 


ments having high Formalization and few Exceptions. 
Adaptability. The highest mean score on Adaptability occurred 


for departments with low Formalization and many Exceptions. The 


second highest mean score on Adaptability was obtained for departments 


with high Formalization and many Exceptions. Next in rank order came 


departments with low Formalization and few Exceptions. The lowest 


mean score on Adaptability was found to be associated with Jere 
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having high Formalization and few Exceptions. 


Overall Effectiveness. The highest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness was obtained for departments with low Formalization and 
Many Exceptions. The second highest mean score on Overall Effective- 
ness occurred in the case of departments with high Formalization and 
Many Exceptions. Next in rank order came departments with low 
Formalization and few Exceptions. The lowest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness was found to be associated with departments having 
high Formalization and few Exceptions. 

In overview, the findings suggest that effectiveness was 
highest on all three variables for departments with low Formalization 
and many Exceptions. Effectiveness was lowest in departments with 


/ 


high Formalization and few Exceptions. 


Discussion of the Findings 

The findings tended to provide only marginal support for the 
inverse relationship between Formalization and Exceptions posited in 
experimental hypothesis 2. Effectiveness was perceived to be highest 
when Formalization was low and there were many Exceptions which was 
hypothesized to be the case. On the other hand, effectiveness was 
perceived to be lowest when there was high Formalization and few 
Exceptions which was contrary to what had been hypothesized. 

An examination of the rank order of mean effectiveness 
scores tended to suggest that effectiveness was perceived to be higher 


when there were many Exceptions and either low or high Formalization 


or few Exceptions and low Formalization. 
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As a result, experimental hypothesis 2 was only partially 


supported. 
EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 3 


Experimental hypothesis 3 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization—a structural 
variable—and the extent of the Search—a technology variable—varied 
inversely. Table 27 presents the mean scores on the effectiveness 
variables when departments were grouped on the basis of high and low 


mean scores on both Formalization and Search. 


Findings 
The research findings associated with experimental hypothesis 3 
are presented in relation to a rank ordering of Productivity, Adapta- 


bility and Overall Effectiveness scores. 


Productivity. The highest mean score on Productivity occurred 
for departments with low Formalization and minimal Search. The second 
highest mean Productivity score was obtained for departments with low 
Formalization and extensive Search. Next in rank order came depart- 
ments with high eeyaatiestion and minimal Search. The lowest mean 


score on Productivity was found to be associated with departments 


having high Formalization and extensive Search. 


The highest mean score on Adaptability was 


Adaptability. 


obtained for departments with low Formalization and minimal Search. 


The second highest mean Adaptability score occurred in the case of 


departments with high Formalization and extensive Search. Next in 


me ‘ i 7 
‘i i vt H 
Ate i | 
i Ta t 
it va ort i] t 4 
1 | Lf i Bie ¥ iw r i 
d | iy : 
wag Ve. 
} 7 t ff 
a i 
I 
le 1 m i i 
y uf \ mend 
a, : 
ie f | 
, } aly) 1 
id Y 
Pas eh i) 
] - i aan 
¥ Sly co ne ee ; 
a’ ‘i Se a i is | él } f af ae: 
\ fh Aan ae 
iS 
ow, 
‘ a 
| beet uch 
N 
/ ' ahh 
; \ tay “. th r 
i } p F a fF 
, J , b) t 7 oi) wn “a 
i SPuN ET i i i ‘tb hte aie Li fh a 
! i o4) { 
t : rts BA SED RY \ ate eee ilk : <* sgn > he 
a } ‘ iW 
ey i 1 Tat 2 
war / ; iv yr mi 
4 Pa id my ry oe ry ry 
” a ? iu oad Li a ie eee hic ttt i he 
i { / 7: 3} te, - 
ee i 
_ 
a j Pe + 
Ny . 
« “4 ; 
i ee tt ae es aie} Potieies " 
We A ee PR Ce fgey: LR A o RYot pee 
( t if 
F ; | i 
; j Whos? f : a a a a 
J bar a 
: : Ange wi i 4 ao 
Pe , uipurrg hone 
_ ry ae vw 
ie ' iy Pon 
\y ‘ vi 
ee i sian pe: 
Lt Aa ’ Me) a wine fl ie hai’ ' k 1 ach le ill 1 Pha ye YL aed f 


% Dei N Oven 
bie i tw ra ha j j ea er ee i Sat mi 
Py Crt) ; y (4 f unt is cf : a, Lorie Ty ms Pal a ia h bs HF f Rita | 


’ 4 j i i 
> ; i : re y ‘| 
5 i : : 


a 
oar 


ay 
, : j i 
Oe A me i fa? Digner ae ee fi 


5 i) ‘ ie} ‘ 1) 
' - i i } \ ' 
Ve boat 1H mit es a NaS TL, Cee NEM w ise aie fee u ut 
us = ae WAR et ¥ ; re ml ee / 7 {Fue hi Hi bok id : a maar 
a, in wre or tas 
sities ticponts' tah hr) cgi ee 
Bea ne eran 
Ba) by nas totay gvimiokie bed), gitar 
a . q * ie . dia {Thy 
;. f . Ds a 1h ae 
i) i | : Y Dy ) ; Le 
ie, iz 


{dy tata fe as “ull UIA scales (iid all a 


i au 


wt ine pears rat ta 


sa the 
at , 


bas td Abs qe’ _ pid kins 
Suen) hein oak 
7 , 7 S% 3 ae che ) 


LSY. 


Tp’? = yorees x 


ZepzO yuey 


Ov’? ce 7 CY av. C TTe 
-I9A0 


“3depw xX 


yorees x 


Teututy 


SATSUSAXY 
yoreaes 


Gl Ni 


6T°Z = ‘wAOg X 


AIpiAO Yywuey 


3 tte 


-ZI9AQ 


AIpAO YWuey 


€ Tte 
~1I3A0 


yozees pue UCT eZTTeUAOY UO Saz0DS MOT pue USTH 03 HuTprODOW peTstsseq{o 


Sjuewjzredseq 203 saz0os SSOUSATIOSFIA [TTeA9AO pue AIT Ttqeqdepy 


Le AIawL 


*AATAT AON DOIG 


YbTH 


1 
{ 
rl i 
i] : 
4 i 1. 
BY t 
\ 
j ha | 
ay 
(* *y | P 
Fy many ie 
¥ ij 
es i. ae 
Pad 
N ' 
+ 
4 t 
i 
i 
i \ ’ 1, 
i qui yf 
ares 1 , 
UE aN 
eat ah i 
i! 
’ | nf 
te) ii 
q io | i A) 7 
Gee f } Pig 
1 eh A, 
Hee SAL ai ea hot 


" 7 ; a fan rh 


v Cte 2 RR a) ie 
ry ; a. ey ae 
all an a ae 
eh 
' { 
OG) 
ri 
mo, 
Fa p 


Da | 
is fo ih Tah Wows 


a) , 


Wi 
4, { h| i 


138 


order came departments with high Formalization and minimal Search. 
The lowest mean score on Adaptability occurred in the case of depart- 


ments with low Formalization and extensive Search. 


Overall Effectiveness. The highest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness occurred in the case of departments with low Formaliza- 
tion and minimal Search. The second highest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness was obtained for departments with low Formalization and 
extensive Search. The lowest mean score on Overall Effectivenss was 
the same for departments with high Formalization and extensive Search 
and those with high Formalization and minimal Search. 

In overview, these findings suggest that effectiveness was 
highest on all three variables when there was low Formalization and 
Minimal Search. Some problems arose, however, in determining the 


characteristics of departments in which effectiveness was lowest. 


Discussion of the Findings 

The findings provided only marginal support for the inverse 
relationship between Formalization and Search posited in experimental 
hypothesis 3. Effectiveness was perceived to be highest when there 
was low Formalization and minimal Search which was contrary to what 


had been hypothesized. Some problems were encountered, however, in 


identifying the level of Formalization and Search associated with the 


lowest perceived effectiveness. There was a tendency for perceived 


effectiveness to be lower when there was high Formalization and either 


Minimal or extensive Search. 


An examination of the rank order of mean effectiveness scores 
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tended to suggest that effectiveness was perceived to be slightly 
higher when there was low Formalization. 


As a result, experimental 3 was not Supported. 
EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 4 


Experimental hypothesis 4 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Expertise—a structural 
variable—and the number of Exceptions—a technology variable—varied 
directly. Table 28 presents the mean scores on the effectiveness 
variables when departments were grouped on the basis of high and low 


mean scores on both Expertise and Exceptions. 


Findings 
The research findings regarding experimental hypothesis 4 are 
presented in relation to a rank ordering of Productivity, Adaptability 


and Overall Effectiveness scores. 


Productivity. The highest mean score on Productivity was 
obtained for departments with high Expertise and many Exceptions. The 


second highest mean score on Productivity occurred with departments 


having low Expertise and many Exceptions. Next in rank order came 


departments with high Expertise and few Exceptions. The lowest mean 


score on Productivity occurred in the case of departments with low 


Expertise and few Exceptions. 


The highest mean score on Adaptability was 


Adaptability. 


obtained in the case of departments with low Expertise and many 


Exceptions. Next in rank order came departments with low Expertise 
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and few Exceptions. The lowest mean score on Adaptability was found 
to be associated with departments with high Expertise and few 


Exceptions. 


Overall Effectiveness. The highest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness was obtained for departments with high Expertise and 
many Exceptions. The second highest mean score on Overall Effective- 
ness occurred in the case of departments with low Expertise and many 
Exceptions. Next in rank order came departments with low Expertise 
and few Exceptions. The lowest mean score on Overall Effectiveness 
was obtained in the case of departments with high Expertise and few 
Exceptions. 

In overview, the research findings would tend to indicate 
that effectiveness was highest when there was high Expertise and many 
Exceptions. Effectiveness tended to be lowest when there was high 


Expertise and few Exceptions. 


Discussion of the Findings 

The findings tended to provide only partial support for the 
direct relationship between Expertise and Exceptions posited in 
experimental hypothesis 4. Effectiveness was perceived to be higher 
on two of the three variables when there were many Exceptions and 
either high or low Expertise. Effectiveness was perceived to be 


lower when there were few Exceptions and either high or low Expertise. 


An examination of the rank order of mean effectiveness scores 


tended to suggest that effectiveness was perceived to be higher when 


there were many Exceptions. 
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AS a result, experimental hypothesis 4 was only partially 


supported. 
EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 5 


Experimental hypothesis 5 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Expertise—a structural 
variable—and the extent of Search—a technology variable—varied 
directly. Table 29 presents the mean score on the effectiveness 
variables when departments were grouped on the basis of high and low 


scores on both Expertise and Search. 


Findings 
The research findings regarding experimental hypothesis 5 are. 
presented in relation to a rank ordering of Productivity, Adapta- 


bility and Overall Effectiveness scores. 


Productivity. The highest mean score on Productivity was 
obtained for departments with low Expertise and minimal Search. The 
second highest mean score on Productivity was found to be associated 
with departments having high Expertise and extensive Search. Next in 
rank order came departments with high Expertise and minimal Search. 


The lowest mean score on Productivity occurred in the case of depart- 


ments with low Expertise and extensive Search. 


The highest mean score on Adaptability was 


Adaptability. 


obtained for departments with low Expertise and minimal Search. The 


second highest mean score on Adaptability occurred in the case of 


departments with low Expertise and extensive Search. The lowest mean 
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scores on Adaptability were almost identical for departments with 
high Expertise and extensive Search and those with high Expertise and 


minimal Search. 


Overall Effectiveness. The Hoanest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness was obtained in the case of departments with low Exper- 
tise and minimal Search. The second highest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness occurred in the case of departments with high Expertise 
and extensive Search. Next in rank order came departments with low 
Expertise and extensive Search. The lowest mean score on Overall 
Effectiveness was obtained for departments with high Expertise and 
Minimal Search. 

In overview, the research findings tended to suggest that 
effectiveness was highest on all three variables when there was low 
Expertise and minimal Search. Effectiveness tended to be lowest when 


there was high Expertise and minimal Search. 


Discussion of the Findings 
The research findings tended to support the direct relation- 
ship posited in experimental hypothesis 5. Perceived effectiveness 
tended to be higher when there was low Expertise and minimal Search 
or when there was high Expertise and extensive Search. Perceived 
effectiveness tended to be lower when these variables related inversely. 
An examination of the rank order of mean effectiveness scores 


raised some interesting questions. While the ranking of effective- 


ness scores for departments located in three of the four cells tended 


to demonstrate a relatively consistent pattern, such was not the case 
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for departments with low Expertise and extensive Search. These depart- 
ments Boe fourth on Productivity, second on Adaptability and third 
on Overall Effectiveness. Although it must be acknowledged that the 
actual differences in mean effectiveness scores were not that great, 
this kind of a pattern is difficult to interpret. 

Overall, however, the findings appeared to support experimental 
hypothesis 5. 

ARCHETYPAL TECHNOLOGIES OF THE 
TWELVE DEPARTMENTS 

The last four experimental hypotheses related to the relation- 
ship between Formalization and Expertise, the two structural variables, 
on the basis of mean effectiveness scores in the context of the four 
archetypal technologies: Craft, Nonroutine, Engineering and Routine. 
In order to test these hypotheses, it was necessary to identify the 
archetypal technology of each department. Figure 9 presents the 
results when each department was located by plotting the mean scores 
of the departments on Exceptions and Search, the two technology 
variables. As indicated in Figure 8, three technology clusters were 
obtained. None of the twelve departments were found to have a Craft 
technology which meant natwine related hypotheses could not be 
tested. Continuing Education, ee and Science, Nursing Education, 
Agriculture, Technical Trades and Counselling were the six departments 
which were identified as having a Nonroutine technology. The Library, 
Student Services, the Bursar's Office and Purchasing were the four 
departments which were identified as having an Engineering technology. 


Maintenance and the Steno Pool were the two departments which were 
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1. Continuing Education 5. Technical Trades 93 Bursar's Office 
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Figure 9. Archetypal Technologies of the Twelve Departments in the 
Study 
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identified as having a Routine technology. According to the original 
research design, only those departments with mean scores on both 
technology variables which were in excess of .50 of a scale interval 
from the 3.00 midpoint were to be considered as having defensible, 
archetypal technologies. When it became apparent from Figure 8 that 
this would mean Pee elimination of all but five departments—Nursing 
Education, the Library, Student Services and Purchasing—the criteria 
for inclusion were changed so that departments with at least one 

mean score on a technology variable .50 of a scale interval away 

from the 3.00 midpoint could be considered. As a result, all twelve 
departments were considered to qualify for inclusion in testing the 
relationships between Formalization and Expertise on the basis of 
mean effectiveness scores in the context of their relevant archetypal 


technologies examined in this study. 
EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 6 


Experimental hypothesis 6 was the first of a series of four 
hypotheses relating to the archetypal technologies identified by 
Perrow (1967:196). This hypothesis stated that, in departments with 


a Craft Technology, organizational effectiveness would be higher when 


there was low Formalization and high Expertise. As indicated in 


Figure 9 none of the twelve departments had a Craft technology. As 


a result, it was not possible to test experimental hypothesis 6 in 


the present study. 
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EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 7 


Experimental hypothesis 7 stated that, in departments with a 
Nonroutine technology, organizational effectiveness would be higher 
when there was low Formalization and high Expertise. Table 30 
presents the mean effectiveness scores for the six departments with 
Nonroutine technologies divided on the basis of high and low scores 
on both Formalization and Expertise. As Table 30 indicates, the 
departments split evenly between two cells: low Formalization and 
high Expertise and high Formalization and low Expertise. None of 
the six departments were found to locate in either of the two remaining 


cells. 


Findings 
The research findings regarding experimental hypothesis 7 are 
presented in relation to a rank order of Productivity, Adaptability 


and Overall Effectiveness scores. 


Productivity. Mean Productivity was found to be higher for 
departments with low Formalization and high Expertise than for 


departments in which this relationship was reversed. 


Adaptability. Mean Adaptability was found to be higher. for 


departments with high Formalization and low Expertise than for 


departments in which this relationship was reversed. 


Overall Effectiveness. Mean Overall Effectiveness was found 


to be higher for departments with low Formalization and high Expertise 


than for departments in which this relationship was reversed. 
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In overview, the research findings would tend to suggest that, 
for departments with a Nonroutine technology, perceived effectiveness 
was higher on two of the three variables when there was low Formaliza- 


tion and high Expertise. 


Discussion of the Findings 

Recognizing that no departments located in two of the four 
cells, the research findings tended to support the relationship 
posited in experimental hypothesis 7. On the basis of two of the 
three effectiveness variables, effectiveness was higher when there 
was low Formalization and high Expertise. As a result, experimental 


hypothesis 7 was tentatively supported. 
EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 8 


Experimental hypothesis 8 stated that, in departments with an 
Engineering technology, effectiveness would be higher when there was 
high Formalization and low Expertise. Table 31 presents the mean 
effectiveness scores for the four departments with an Engineering 
technology divided on the basis of high and low scores on both Formal- 
ization and Expertise. As Table 31 indicates, one department was 
located in the cell relating to high Formalization and high Expertise, 
one in the cell relating to high Formalization and low Expertise and 
two in the cell relating to low Formalization and low Expertise. None 


of the departments with an Engineering technology fell into the cell 


relating to low Formalization and high Expertise. 
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Findings 
The research findings regarding experimental hypothesis 8 are 
presented in relation to a rank ordering of Productivity, Adaptability 


and Overall Effectiveness scores. 


Productivity. The highest mean score on Productivity was 
obtained for the department with high Formalization and high Expertise. 
The next highest mean score on Productivity occurred in the case of a 
department with high Formalization and low Expertise. The lowest mean 
score on Productivity was obtained for departments with low Formaliza- 


tion and low Expertise. 


Adaptability. The highest mean score on Adaptability occurred 
in the case of departments with low Formalization and low Expertise. 
The next highest mean score on Adaptability occurred ve case of 
the department with high Formalization and high Expertise. The lowest 
mean score on Adaptability was found to be associated with a depart- 


ment having high Formalization and low Expertise. 


Overall Effectiveness. The highest mean score on Overall 


Effectiveness was obtained for the department with high Formalization 


and high Expertise. The next highest mean score on Overall Effective- 


ness occurred in the case of departments with low Formalization and 


low Expertise. The lowest mean score on Overall Effectiveness was 


found to be associated with the department having high Formalization 


and low Expertise. 


In overview, the research findings tended to suggest that; in 


departments with an Engineering technology, effectiveness was highest 
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when there was high Formalization and high Expertise. Although the 
resolution is not clear, the findings tended to suggest that effective- 


ness was lowest when there was high Formalization and low Expertise. 


Discussion of the Findings 

The research findings did not appear to support the relation- 
ship posited in experimental hypothesis 8. Mean effectiveness was 
found to be the lowest on two of the three effectiveness variables 
for the department with high Formalization and low Expertise. Con- 
versely, mean effectiveness was highest on two of the three variables 
for the department with high Formalization and high Expertise. Mean 
effectiveness scores in the cell relating to departments with low 
Formalization and low Expertise covered the full range; mean 
Productivity was highest, mean Adaptability was lowest and mean 
Overall Effectiveness was in the middle. 

As a result of the findings, experimental hypothesis 8 was 


rejected. 
EXPERIMENTAL HYPOTHESIS 9 


Experimental hypothesis 9 stated that, in departments with a 


Routine technology, organizational effectiveness would be higher when 


there was high Formalization and low Expertise. Table 32 presents the 


mean score on the effectiveness variables for the two departments with 


Routine technology divided on the basis of high and low scores on both 


Formalization and Expertise. As indicated in Table 32, one department 


located in the cell relating to low Formalization and high Expertise 


while the other fell into the cell relating to high Formalization and 
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Findings 
The research findings regarding experimental hypothesis 9 are 
presented in relation to a rank ordering of Productivity, Adaptability 


and Overall Effectiveness scores. 


Productivity. Mean Productivity was higher for the department 
with low Formalization and high Expertise than for the department with 


high Formalization and high Expertise. 


Adaptability. Mean Adaptability was higher for the department 
with low Formalization and high Expertise than it was for the depart- 


ment with high Formalization and high Expertise. 


Overall Effectiveness. Mean Overall Effectiveness was higher 
for the department with low Formalization and high Expertise than it 
was for the department with high Formalization and high Expertise. 

In overview, the research findings would tend to suggest that, 
for departments with a Routine technology, effectiveness was higher 
when there was low Formalization and high Expertise than when the 


reverse was the case. 


Discussion of the Findings 


It must be Pearse the outset that, with only two departments 


involved, the results of this hypothesis testing are extremely tenta- 


tive. Neither department was judged to fit the relationship stated 


in the experimental hypothesis as neither represented low Expertise. 


Had the department located in the upper left hand cell been placed in 
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the upper right hand cell on the basis that its mean score on Exper- 
tise was lower than that of the other department, the results would 
have been altered only in terms of the emphasis on Expertise which 
was associated with lower effectiveness. 

As a result of these findings, experimental hypothesis 9 was 


rejected. 
SUMMARY 


This chapter presented the research findings which resulted 
when the nine experimental hypotheses were tested using the twelve 
departments as the unit of organization. It was noted from the outset 
that, because there was little difference among departmental mean 
scores on the eaven research variables, the findings must be viewed 
as tentative in nature. In many cases, it was necessary to divide 
departments in terms of high and low scores on the dependent variables 
along somewhat arbitrary lines for the purposes of testing the 
relationships posited in the experimental hypotheses. 

Table 33 is a summary of the findings in relation to each of 
the experimental hypotheses. Of the nine experimental hypotheses, 
two were supported by the data, three were only partially supported, 
one was not supported although there was some reason to believe that 
it could not be rejected in the present study, two hypotheses were 
rejected and no judgement could be made in the case of experimental 
hypothesis 6 because no data were obtained on which to test it. 

Experimental hypothesis 1 stated that organizational effec- 


tiveness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization and the 
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TABLE 33 


Results of Testing the Experimental Hypotheses Using Departments 


Experimental Partially Not 
Hypothesis Supported Supported Supported Rejected 
af X 
2 X 
3 X 
4 X 
5 X 
6 No Judgement 
i, X 
8 x 
9 X 
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emphasis on Expertise varied inversely. The findings provided only 
partial support for the hypothesis. Effectiveness was perceived to 
be higher when there was low Formalization. 

Experimental hypothesis 2 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization and the number 
of Exceptions varied inversely. The findings provided only partial 
Support for the hypothesis. Effectiveness was perceived to be higher 
when there were many Exceptions. 

Experimental hypothesis 3 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization and the extent 
of Search required varied inversely. The findings tended to not 
support the hypothesis but some problems were encountered in trying 
to determine what the alternative might be. There was a slight 
tendency for perceived effectiveness to be higher when there was low 
Formalization. 

Experimental hypothesis 4 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Expertise and the number of 
Exceptions encountered varied directly. The findings provided only 
partial support for the hypothesis. Effectiveness was perceived to 


be higher when there were many Exceptions. 
Experimental hypothesis 5 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Expertise and the extent of 


Search required varied directly. The findings supported this hypoth- 
esis. Effectiveness was perceived to be higher when the emphasis on 


Expertise was low and Search was minimal and when the emphasis on 


Expertise was high and the Search was extensive. 
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Experimental hypothesis 6 related to Craft technology but, 
because no data were obtained on which to test this hypothesis, no 
judgement could be made in the present study. 

Experimental hypothesis 7 stated that, for departments with 
a Nonroutine technology, organizational effectiveness would be 
higher when there was low Formalization and high Expertise. Although 
no departments located in two of the four cells—those relating to 
high on both variables and those relating to low on both variables— 
the findings tended to provide support for the hypothesis. Effective- 
ness was perceived to be higher when there was low Formalization and 
high Expertise. 

Experimental hypothesis 8 stated that, for departments with 
an Engineering technology, organizational effectiveness would be 
higher when there was high Formalization and low nepaetise. Recog- 
nizing that only four departments were identified as having Engineering 
technologies and that no department located in the cell relating to 
low Formalization and high Expertise, the findings did not support 
the hypothesis. In fact, the findings indicated that effectiveness 
was Mitesi soa to be lowest when there was high Formalization and low 
Expertise. In the present study, departments with an Engineering 
technology perceived effectiveness to be higher when there was high 


Formalization and high Expertise or Low Formalization and low Exper- 


arse. 


Experimental hypothesis 9 stated that, for departments with 


a Routine technology, organizational effectiveness would be higher 


when there was high Formalization and low Expertise. Recognizing that 
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only two departments were found to have Routine technologies and 
neither of these represented low Expertise, the findings did not 
support the hypothesis. Effectiveness was perceived to be higher 
when there was low Formalization and high Expertise. 

Although the conclusions drawn from the research findings 
regarding each of the experimental hypotheses must be regarded as 
somewhat tentative in nature, some general trends emerged which may 
prove more substantial. 

In the context of the first five experimental hypotheses, 
effectiveness tended to be perceived higher in relation to both low 
Formalization and to many Exceptions encountered. In almost every 
case, higher organizational effectiveness appeared to be associated 
with these levels of these factors almost without regard to the 
emphasis on Expertise or the extent of Search required. 

In the context of the last four experimental hypotheses 
dealing with the archetypal technologies, perceived effectiveness 
tended to be higher in relation to low Formalization and high Exper- 
tise. In the cases of both Routine and Nonroutine technologies, 
departments with low Formalization and high Expertise tended to 
perceive higher organizational effectiveness than did departments 
with other combinations of these two structural variables. 

The next chapter explores the experimental hypotheses in 
relation to individual respondent's perceptions of the relationships 


among the dependent and independent variables in each hypothesis. 
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Chapter 7 
RESEARCH FINDINGS IN RELATION TO INDIVIDUAL RESPONDENTS 


While it has already been acknowledged that units of organiza- 
tion are the usual data base upon which organizational theory is 
tested, there appeared to be some justification for testing the 
experimental hypotheses using individual respondent data. The data 
collected in the study were perceptual in nature. Respondents were 
asked to indicate their perceptions of the work technology, the 
organizational structure and the organizational effectiveness in 
their respective departments. If it is true that individuals behave 
in relation to what they perceive, then it should be possible to 
detect patterns of perceived relationships between and among variables 
using individual respondent data. As a result, it was decided to test 
the hypothesized relationships using individual respondent data to see 
if there was any support for the experimental hypotheses. 

As indicated in Chapter 4, three research hypotheses were 
derived from each of the nine experimental hypotheses as a means of 


exploring the relationships between and among the technology, structure 


and organizational effectiveness variables. The first (research 


hypothesis relating to each of the nine experimental hypotheses 
stated that there would be no significant interaction between the two 
independent variables identified when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. The second and third research hypothesis in each set 


stated that there would be no significant main effect on the Factor A 
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and Factor B variables respectively when effectiveness was the depen- 
dent variable. Insofar as the independent variables were repeated 

in varying combinations, some of the research hypotheses relating to 
main effects were regarded as being somewhat redundant. For example, 
the structural variable, Formalization, appeared in each of the first 
three experimental hypotheses. While the first research hypothesis in 
each set was different insofar as it stated that there would be no 
significant interaction between Formalization and one of the other 
three independent variables in the study, the second research hypoth- 
esis in each of the first three sets was identical; that is, there 
would be no significant main effect on Formalization when effective- 
ness was the dependent variable. Because the same data were involved 
in each case, the same findings were expected. As a result, research 
findings in relation to research hypotheses 1.1, 2.2 and 3.2 were 
regarded as being somewhat redundant. A similar situation pertained 
to Expertise in relation to research hypotheses 1.3, 4.2 and 5.2; 

to Exceptions in relation to research hypotheses 2.3 and 4.3; and to 
Search in relation to research hypotheses 3.3 and 5.3. While the 
research findings are reported in relation to each of the twenty-seven 
research hypotheses derived from the nine experimental hypotheses, 

it should be noted that some of these findings are redundant. 


SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS RELATING TO 
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 1.1 THROUGH Sas 


The two-way analysis of variance technique was employed to 


determine the relationship, if any, between the pair of independent 


variables identified in each of the experimental hypotheses when 
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effectiveness was the dependent variable. The findings relating to 
research hypothesis 1.1 through 5.3 are summarized in, Tables*34 and 


See 


Significant Interactions 

Table 34 reports the significant interactions which were 
identified when research hypotheses 1.1, 2.1, 3-1, 4.1 ‘and 5.1 were 
tested using two-way analysis of variance. As Table 34 indicates, 
only one interaction between pairs of independent variables was 
found to be significant at the .05 level. The interaction between 
Expertise and Search—research hypothesis 5.1—was found to be 


Significant at the .05 level when Adaptability was the dependent 


variable. 
TABLE 34 
Summary of Significant Interactions Obtained 
as a Result of Two-way Analysis of Variance 
Tests of All Respondent Data 
Interactive Effectiveness Research 
Variables Variable F-ratio P Hypothesis 
Expertise-Search Adaptability S55 05 5 


eS 


Significant Main Effects 

Table 35 reports a summary of the main effects found to be 
significant at the .05 level when research hypotheses be; Tees Ze; 
eeeoe ol fos, 4.2, 4.3, 5.2Mandes.3 were tested. As indicated in 


Table 35, main effects on Expertise and Exceptions were found to be 


significant at the .05 level when all three effectiveness measures 
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were the dependent variables. It should be noted that no significant 
Main effects on either Formalization or Search were obtained when 
effectiveness was the dependent variable. 
SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS RELATING TO 
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 6.1 THROUGH 9.3 

Research hypotheses 6.1 through 9.3 dealt with the relation- 
ship between the two structural variables, Formalization and Expertise, 
in the context of the four archetypal technologies when effectiveness 
was the dependent variable. Two data groupings were employed in 
testing the hypothesized relationships between Formalization and 
Expertise in the context of archetypal technologies. First, all 
respondents were grouped by department and data relating to respon- 
dents in departments with similar archetypal technologies were 
treated. Secondly, the archetypal technology of individual respon- 
dents was calculated and data relating to those with similar archetypal 
technologies were grouped for treatment irrespective of departmental 


affiliations. 


Significant Interactions 

As Table 36 indicates, only two interactions between Formali- 
zation and Expertise were found to be significant at thes. 05eievel 
A significant interaction between Formalization and Expertise was 
obtained for individuals who perceived their work to be Nonroutine 
technology when Adaptability was the dependent variable. A significant 


interaction between Formalization and Expertise was obtained for 


individuals who perceived their work to be Engineering technology 
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when Adaptability was the dependent variable. 


TABLE 36 


Summary Table of Significant Interactions between Formalization 
and Expertise as a Result of Two-way Analysis of 
Variance Tests in Relation to 
Archetypal Technologies 


SS a SS eS SS SEE 
Respondent Archetypal Effectiveness 

Group N Technology Variable F=ratio P 
nee ee a a ee eee ee 


Individuals by 2A Noro. Adaptability a7 205 
Technology 
Individuals by 


i i Adaptabilit oy 205 
Rechnolocy 28 Engineering ap ELIS, 


Significant Main Effects 

Table 37 reports a summary of main effects found to be signifi- 
cant at the .05 level when the two-way analysis of variance technique 
was used to test research hypotheses 6.2, 6.3, 7.2, 7.3, 8.2, 8.3, 9.2 
and9.3. Of the five significant main effects obtained, four occurred 
in the context of Routine technology while the fifth was in relation 
to Nonroutine technology. Four of the five main effects obtained were 
on Formalization while the fifth was on Expertise. Two of the five 
Main effects were obtained when Adaptability was the dependent varia- 


ble while the remaining three occurred when Overall Effectiveness was 


the dependent variable. No significant main effects were obtained on 


either structural variable in the context of Engineering technology. 
Furthermore, no main effect on Formalization or Expertise was found 


to be significant when Productivity was the dependent variable. 
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INTERPRETATION OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS 
IN RELATION TO THE HYPOTHESES 

This section presents an interpretation of the research 
findings in relation to both the research hypotheses and the experi- 
mental hypotheses from which they were derived. 

For the purposes of this study, a significant interaction 
between a pair of independent variables when effectiveness was the 
dependent variable was taken as possible grounds for the rejection of 
the first research hypothesis in each set. For the purposes of this 
study, a significant main effect on an independent variable when 
effectiveness was the dependent variable was taken as possible grounds 
for the rejection of the related research hypothesis. A significant 
interaction or main effect obtained in relation to all three effec- 
tiveness variables was considered to be a sound basis upon which to 
reject the related research hypothesis. A significant interaction 
Oremain effect obtained in relation to two of ‘the effectiveness 
variables was considered to be probable grounds upon which to base a 
rejection of the related research hypothesis. In cases where a 
significant interaction or main effect was obtained in relation to 
only one of the effectiveness variables, rejection of the related 


research hypothesis was subject to debate. 


Research Hypothesis eek 


Research hypothesis 1.1 stated that there would be no signifi- 


cant interaction between the two structural variables, Formalization 


and Expertise, when effectiveness was the dependent variable. No 


interaction significant at the .05 level was obtained between 
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Formalization and Expertise in relation to any of the three effective- 


ness variables. 


Research Hypothesis 1.2 


Research hypothesis 1.2 stated that there would be no Signifi- 
cant main effect on Formalization when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. No main effect on Formalization, significant at the .05 
level, was obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness 


variables. 


Research Hypothesis 1.3 

Research hypothesis 1.3 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant main effect on Expertise when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. A main effect on Expertise, significant at the .05 level, 
was obtained in relation to all three effectiveness variables. 

Table 38 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
test when Productivity was the dependent variable. Productivity 
scores were found to be higher when there was high Expertise, regard- 
less of the emphasis on Formalization. 

Table 39 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
when Adaptability was the dependent variable. . Adaptability scores 
were found to be higher when there was high Expertise, regardless of 
the emphasis on Formalization. 


Table 40 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 


when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. Overall 


Effectiveness scores were found to be higher when there was high 


Expertise, regardless of the emphasis on Formalization. 
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TABLE 38 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Productivity was the Dependent Variable 


Pactor *B.* 
(Expertise) 
High Low 


High 
Main Effect on 
Pactor |. AS Factor ‘3B: 
(Formalization) (Expertise) 
=e i 
Low P 


TABLE 39 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Adaptability was the Dependent Variable 


Pacers yo: 
(Expertise) 


High Low 


High 
Main Effect on 
Factor *B" 
Factor. *A‘ (Expertise) 
(Formalization) 
p=. .O01 
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TABLE 40 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Overall Effectiveness was the 
Dependent Variable 


Factor +EB* 
(Expertise) 


High Low 


Main Effect on 
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Discussion of the Research Findings 

Research hypothesis 1.1 could not be rejected because no 
significant interaction between Formalization and Expertise was 
obtained when effectiveness was the dependent variable. Research 
hypothesis 1.2 could not be rejected because no significant main 
effect on Formalization was obtained when effectiveness was the 
dependent variable. Research hypothesis 1.3 could be rejected 
because a significant main effect on Expertise was obtained in rela- 
tion to all three effectiveness variables. In the case of all three 
effectiveness variables, effectiveness scores were found to be higher 
when there was high Expertise regardless of the emphasis on Formaliza- 
tion. This meant that respondents who perceived a high emphasis on 
Expertise in their departments tended to perceive effectiveness to 
be high as well regardless of whether they perceived the emphasis on 
Formalization to be high or low. 

Experimental hypothesis 1 stated that organizational effec- 
tiveness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization and 
Expertise varied inversely. Insofar as no interaction significant 
at the .05 level was obtained between Formalization and Expertise 


when effectiveness was the dependent variable, the data did not appear 


to support experimental hypothesis 1. The discovery Of the main 


effect on Expertise suggested that organizational effectiveness may 
be higher when there is high Expertise regardless of the emphasis on 
Formalization. The correlations between Expertise and all three 


effectiveness variables presented in Table 3 on page 74 suggested 


that there was a significant correlation between these variables. 
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It would appear that, for respondents in the community college 
studied, the higher the perceived emphasis on Expertise, the higher 
the perceived effectiveness regardless of the perceived emphasis on 


Formalization. 


Research Hypothesis 2.1 


Research hypothesis 2.1 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant interaction between the structural variable, Formalization, and 
the technology variable, Exceptions, when effectiveness was the 
dependent variable. No interaction significant at the .05 level 
between Formalization and Exceptions was obtained in relation to any 


of the three effectiveness variables. 


Research Hypothesis 2.2 


Research hypothesis 2.2 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant main effect on Formalization when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. As was the case when research hypothesis 1.2 was tested, 
no main effect on Formalization significant at the .05 level was 


/ 


obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 


Research Hypothesis 213 


Research hypothesis 2.3 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant main effect on Exceptions when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. A main effect on Exceptions significant at the .05 level 
was obtained in relation to all three effectiveness variables. 


Table 41 reports the results of a two-way analysis of 


variance test when Productivity was the dependent variable. Produc- 


tivity scores were found to be higher when there were many Exceptions 
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regardless of the emphasis on Formalization. 


TABLE 41 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Exceptions 
When Productivity was the Dependent Variable 


Ractor, | Bs 
(Exceptions) 


Many Few 


High 
neh i Main Effect on 
actor mt 
jstte(Cheope Js} 
(Formalization) (Exceptions) 
Di=e- OL 


Low 


Table 42 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
test when Adaptability was the dependent variable. Adaptability 
scores were found to be higher when there were many Exceptions regard- 
less of the emphasis on Formalization. 

Table 43 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
test when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. Overall 


Effectiveness scores were found to be higher when there were many 


Exceptions regardless of the emphasis on Formalization. 


Discussion of the Research Findings 


Research hypothesis 2.1 could not be rejected because no sig- 


nificant interaction between Formalization and Exceptions was obtained 


when effectiveness was the dependent variable. As was the case when 


174 


i 5 We a ; na 
A TAHIR WA DOW, A a seep Lal ad 98: wn iC 


i‘. ; he j A f Ai ‘ Lan: 
th i f } Uy ' : i 
f i ‘ I 
b " i 
i an , hae | 
i pa ‘ HAN yen * 
i grit ‘ ; 
y i iy hay ‘4 my : 
« no 7 a | \, 
Y it i | y 
} ( 
Me it ‘ 
it i + ho oe Any i ial \ n 
ib, ; Ny / ii it ay . ’ if wy 
ae yl 
a, 
i rn 
: ae 
tease r 4 
, \ j iv 
} a | if ‘ ! 4 : 1 
{ / ay 7 
r iy 
| i ; ort i t y AL bs , ; 
ml f " 
it] 4 Ne ! ae ee "5 i ft) i 
i 14 | eee 
| | i ? Ws. vl iit) 
Ns tet ~ i wenn Ne ‘ ‘ d : ’ i 4 i 
\ «@ 
iy ian Wa? a Wier th 2 i iv r bay a ris pag ey 
i a: ie ‘nl [) ; 
a oa) 1 
, 
A 
ae ' *S. 
han aL | 
sa Pe, yf 
7 ' ‘ > 
f , y I 
I | 4 
An 
aed " " ms 
) i, 
7 i 
é . Ts 
i J } 
i 
\ j ' 7 “* 
M ‘. i) 1 ; * 
| ' | i 
; i 
= { 7) 
, | } 
1 | | 
“ i) i, da : carey pte” Ce 1 - 
" ] ress) 
' Ks et ae 
wy ! \ j ; 
5 ia 
| : t a 
| ' Be hs 1 (wend 
) y 
I ‘ ’ "| iy 
jd OO ak ae 
ij ‘ ' 
nel i ; c - be ; ; 
‘ f fa 4 \ 
‘ f * 
¢ \ w 


y ; ay) 


pine 


iP , re A We ded eee | j 
ek kent | 4 mg yb akg. OED See ae md he 
h i. 3 , i: s i of 


} f rad - Lea) 
\ * 1 
Ags p ih 4 a. ' “; ‘ 5 tT cdiaerg i ” ‘ -: 
cy LA i 
¢ { 5 2 , eae t pai eave 4 ms, 7 ‘¥ ch. HW i Oty, Pie 


“det “oth ‘erat Ht mae eeideted wt ae 2 scl? wah -™ 


pon 


L715 


TABLE 42 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Exceptions 
When Adaptability was the Dependent Variable 


Factor: “Be 
(Exceptions) 


High Low 


Main Effect on 
Hactor abe 
(Exceptions) 


Factor JA! 
(Formalization) 
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TABLE 43 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Exceptions 
When Overall Effectiveness was the 
Dependent Variable 


Factor 'B' 
(Exceptions) 


High Low 


High 
Main Effect on 
Factor “A* Bacto, (2. 
(Formalization) (Exceptions) 
prses0L 


Low 
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research hypothesis 1.2 was tested, research hypothesis 2.2 could not 
be rejected because no significant main effect on Formalization was 
obtained when effectiveness was the dependent variable. Research 
hypothesis 2.3 could be rejected because a significant main effect on 
Exceptions was obtained in relation to all three effectiveness varia- 
bles. In the case of all three effectiveness variables, effectiveness 
scores were found to be higher when there were many Exceptions regard- 
less of the emphasis on Formalization. This meant that respondents 
who perceived they encountered many exceptional cases in the work 
technology of their departments tended to perceive effectiveness to 
be high regardless of whether they perceived the emphasis on Formaliza- 
tion to be high or low. 

Experimental hypothesis 2 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization and the 
number of Exceptional Cases Encountered varied inversely. Insofar as 
no interaction ie ane at the .05 level was obtained between 
Formalization and Exceptions when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable, the data did not support experimental hypothesis 2. The 
discovery of a significant main effect on Exceptions suggested that 
organizational effectiveness may be higher when there are many 
Exceptional Cases Encountered regardless of the emphasis on Formaliza- 
tion. The correlation between Exceptions and all three effectiveness 
variables presented in Table 3 on page 74 suggested that there was a 
significant correlation between these variables. It would appear 
that, for respondents in the college studied, those who perceived 


Many exceptional cases encountered in their departmental work also 


176 


mi TA ey ‘ab Dr eA Cee) A ke RY Po SD A eg 
i i (hh a eta mi a Mh ry TAA rit i i fe: 1e i i aay 
y ay ai CO eT a Rey AL) RN @ Ne he ala 


i} ' | i! 
) if i 
f ; I\ 
< H Vil a) Mek 
4 ae aA 
OR ane 
n Dae 
i i Th he i 
ay i ; y 1 
i i ee wr" i" ae es diye \ i ee Aes hh 
eh ee iy ! \ } / i ah ‘ 4 ¥ ‘ 
Tos sina! : uk 
nha) n ' 
ty eel ‘i 
eM ay] 7 
' hw wr nu fy a A Py av Pai 
Sih. vay by f a beat Ore i eae a ran e at 
nA \ ; nau 1 Pe, , } We \ 1 ‘ry vb 
AH | i, ; } 
‘i v | 7 alt 
; = 5 U ‘ ny a , 
agate me penta) srl Ma ee ‘ yer ( i id ; F Euan * 
: } ee) 
ha mF ( { es ips 
ii teh ih 
, ny +4 ' t ci iy 
ir { ' ‘ ii mt bie i 4 
Me rh Pd Co CN ae dry 
rey INGA i i te F h p F h 4 wee ate Nie ey 
y Af, 1 Vea he at 
. y a) \y 
Ay ) ime) aie ie 4 ‘ of 
: we SF teed see iy | hae. oy, ee he F bn tbs Hint fay’ my Baad Le iv 
; ea Ok ne ay fous ' oe 
t My ey r [ ‘ 7 
ba ‘ : ver : Pita 
Dey AT} 
aociae ii DA a! 1 : ak a) nT ee 
| i i P nl 44 WF hes ‘Syl i } , 4 “tp qe) we vir: i th oe 
f y at wat iy A % " BAG. Kal J Tite iw pe & rir oe ‘a 
y ii. ri 
ath bey Ne nh a 
. a : 
| " \ a by ei ) 
| a curate at oA LEDS Re am ce ee TF ane) fr cr'> en 
j ‘ ‘ito _ 
| i 
' 1 ta . a iy. 
= a “ . 7 i 
Le ee ghee " oe eh Pol l q SulVY, , My at IN 4 bie ‘Ok reg 
fh 4 mi ' man ; 
i ‘ y ' t 
; r - ye 
BO te iS . Lv ha : ne \, A Yio ; ; . ee 
ent i] ‘ : 
i 1 | uw 
i a } it : j , 
; i “ ‘ oy eae ee Tae a. Hy fon vail T ce 
Oa nah ey LY § ny ‘a | = ieee es Sie ay ro Cos ui Hibs oy ee i 9 ieyaly 
te hy Meas ua te te be ‘ ; 
hg WAG va trap . 
; ; yn ie ; ig Ve are - 
' i : ‘i ay “y ’ 
} i pa | er ae Ay Nees Sale, Vall enn ey " vas 
Wi RM Me A YT Ce OAD A aa ee ar a we 
; : : iy) ih 
: ‘ Y he 7 i : 1 tii 
baal) HL \ me 
¥ 1 y j i 7 \ 
\ ; | gt , i 
ue 1 vy " é d eit 4 tha tt 


ae Oe ore ve 


\ i ) F Ve 


, ie : 


if LP 5 : f ‘ oy "7 ite 
Sa t+ every ae : se oman veh Oe wade iy hs i wai! ais it: NJ oy a R 
i rr rh At i ri MI) mA evel an i ¥ bai 


i Ny ped iT i si wae vi (ae fl La es aa 
) elt ake ee Cope 1 st Lb u(t a ‘gute oe Gs 
Lie 


mn 
ra 


Ti 


ae Le, mS \ ri rdf Ml ie nel Nal ioe : te ee 


" wl ee fee a 
f A eon MAY 8? Fae bait ; , r 
1h Py at hie | uae Wie Bene fi pak its “an uadang eiigege, ae tLe) en kt sd, see 
q eh on f ie BP ; Wy mY , i : ; —# is er. 
7 fH a DM i a s . if er " i me { ry a Bh ae b ” ney eka 
We fay ha ida td Viti +s ‘ ( val i 
ba an eh, OU a : 


ya 0th iy hy i sah | ts ft ettge ity bee 
ie La ae ; a nt ao AF Erte 


ma ; Oty hl " i : | 
ohana ony tin eh, Faleears 300 6 adil 


a 


i OT 


t a 
ge. A as I ui Bie A a ies re ri Rik A‘ ; VA. wh ii 
f y, ss i ne a iy aay AR als Sa Bh ie Se kin ' 
pep el _ A id Se Wa oh te aw ; Oar 
iy Ag Bie i CR TO } L f pee: 7 yi 7" 
i i 4 ta ite . x } ae Fitel o y 
j 7 ae Ol 
a a: (ft Un bape ty 
ma ia ae va vi way ay At } 
ae oie am 1 i. mre Oa 
wae FatOM i 1 is aka seh is 


, ta | A ea ay 12" t OV 


} aie, ie tak 


ie in, 7 iJ 
hy! hetlah poate 


TF 


perceived the effectiveness of their departments to be high regardless 
of the perceived emphasis on Formalization. 

This was an interesting finding. A possible interpretation 
of this finding relates to the idea that people who perceive many 
Exceptions in their departmental work may see these exceptional cases 
as representative of variety and challenge in their jobs. College 
personnel are generally well educated and the correlation between 
Educational Level and Exceptions in Table 3 on page 74 indicated 
that these variables were significantly correlated. Perhaps well 
educated people require a reasonable number of exceptional cases in 
their work in order for them to feel challenged and motivated in the 


job. This matter will be dealt with further in the final chapter. 


Research Hypothesis 3.1 


Research hypothesis 3.1 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant interaction between the structural variable, Formalization, and 
the technology variable, extent of Search Behaviour Required, when 
effectiveness was the dependent variable. No interaction significant 
at the .05 level between Formalization and Search was obtained in 


relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 


Research Hypothesis 3.2 
Research hypothesis 3.2 stated that there would be no signifi- 


cant effect on Formalization when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. As was the case when research hypotheses 1.2 and 2.2 were 
tested, no main effect on Formalization Significant at the =.05 evel 


was obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 
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Research Hypothesis 3.3 


Research hypothesis 3.3 stated that there would be no Signifi- 
cant main effect on Search when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. No main effect on Search significant at the .05 level was 


obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 


Discussion of the Research Findings 

Research hypothesis 3.1 should not be rejected because no 
significant interaction between Formalization and Search was obtained 
when effectiveness was the dependent variable. As was the case when 
research hypotheses 1.2 and 2.2 were tested, research hypothesis 3.2 
could not be rejected because no significant main effect on Formaliza- 
tion was obtained when effectiveness was the dependent variable. 
Research hypothesis 3.3 could not be rejected because no significant 
Main effect on Search was obtained when effectiveness was the depen- 
dent variable. 

Experimental hypothesis 3 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization and the extent 
of Search Behaviour Required varied inversely. Insofar as no inter- 
action significant at the .05 level between Formalization and Search 


was obtained when effectiveness was the dependent variable, the data 


did not support experimental hypothesis 3. In addition, no significant 


Main effects on either Formalization or Search were obtained in 


relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. These findings, 


or lack of findings, made interpretation a daftficult task. 


An examination of the correlation matrix in Tablev3.on, page 


74 gave some guidance. Neither Formalization nor Search were found 
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to correlate significantly with any of the three effectiveness vari- 
ables. As a result, it was not surprising to find no interactive or 
main effect relationship when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. Furthermore, experimental hypothesis 3 stated that 
organizational effectiveness would be higher when Formalization and 
Search varied sae but these two variables were found to 
correlate significantly and positively which implied a direct rather 
than inverse relationship. 

It would appear that, while no judgement regarding experimental 
hypothesis 3 can be made on the basis of the research findings, their 
correlation suggests they may vary directly and therefore experimental 
hypothesis 3 should be rejected. Clearly more research is indicated 


before such a judgement could be made. 


¢ 


Research Hypothesis 4.1 


Research hypothesis 4.1 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant interaction between the structural variable, Expertise, and the 
technology variable, number of Exceptional Cases Encountered, when 
effectiveness was the dependent variable. No interaction significant 
at the .05 level was obtained between Expertise and Exceptions in 


relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 


Research Hypothesis 4.2 

Research hypothesis 4.2 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant main effect on Expertise when effectiveness was the dependent 
As was the case when research hypothesis 1.3 was tested, 


variable. 


a Significant main effect on Expertise was obtained in relation to 
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all three effectiveness variables. 

Table 44 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
test when Productivity was the dependent variable. Productivity scores 
were found to be higher when there was high Expertise as opposed to 


low Expertise. 


TABLE 44 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Expertise and Exceptions When 
Productivity was the Dependent Variable 


Factor 7.5. 
(Exceptions) 


Many Few 


Main Effect on 
FPactoleln. 
(Expertise) 


p= .Ol 


High 


Factor “A! 


(Expertise) Main Effect on 


Factor ‘B' 


Low (Exceptions) 


p=) 305 


Table 45 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
test when Adaptability was the dependent variable. Adaptability 
scores were found to be higher when there was high Expertise as 
opposed to low Expertise. 


Table 46 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 


test when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. Overall 


Effectiveness scores were found to be higher when there was high 


Expertise regardless of the number of Exceptional Cases Encountered. 
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TABLE 45 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Expertise and Exceptions When 
Adaptability was the Dependent Variable 


Factor 'B* 
(Exceptions) 
Many Few 


Main Effect on 
: BhactormeA. 
oe (Expertise) 

= Beyond .OO1 
Factor A: P ey 


(Expertise) Main Effect on 


jaeveisope Viesl 
(Exceptions) 


p = 705 


TABLE 46 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Expertise and Exceptions When 
Overall Effectiveness was the 
Dependent Variable 


Factor ‘B' 
(Exceptions) 


High Low 


Main Effect on 
Factor ‘A' 


High (Expertise) 


p=. .05 
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Pactor bo 
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Research Hypothesis 4.3 


Research hypothesis 4.3 stated that there would be no Signifi- 
cant main effect on Exceptions when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. As was the case when research hypothesis 2.3 was tested, a 
main effect on Exceptions significant at the .05 level was obtained 
in relation to all three effectiveness variables. 

Table 44 above reports the results of a two-way analysis of 
variance test when Productivity was the dependent variable. Produc- 
tivity scores were found to be higher when there were many Exceptional 
Cases Encountered regardless of the emphasis on Expertise. 

Table 45 above reports the results of a two-way analysis of 
variance test when Adaptability was the dependent variable. Adapta- 
bility scores were found to be higher when there were many Exceptional 
Cases Encountered regardless of the emphasis on Expertise. 

Table 46 above reports the results of a two-way analysis of 
variance when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. Over- 
all Effectiveness scores were found to be higher when there were many 


Exceptional Cases Encountered as opposed to when there were few. 


Discussion of the Research Findings 


Research hypothesis 4.1 could not be rejected because no 


significant interaction between Expertise and Exceptions was obtained 


when effectiveness was the dependent variable. As was the case when 


research hypothesis 1.3 was tested, research hypothesis 4.2 could be 


rejected because a significant main effect on Expertise was obtained 


in relation to all three effectiveness variables. As was the case 


when research hypothesis 2.3 was tested, research hypothesis 4.3 
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could be rejected because a significant main effect on Exceptions was 
obtained in relation to all three effectiveness variables. Effective- 
ness scores were found to be higher when there was high Expertise and 
many Exceptional Cases Encountered. In relation to both Productivity 
and Adaptability, effectiveness scores were found to be higher when 
there were many Exceptional Cases Encountered regardless of the 
emphasis on Expertise. 

Experimental hypothesis 4 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Expertise and the number of 
Exceptional Cases Encountered varied directly. Insofar as no inter- 
action significant at the .05 level was obtained between Expertise 
and Exceptions when effectiveness was the dependent variable, it 
appeared that the data did not support experimental hypothesis 4. The 
discovery of significant main effects on both Expertise and Exceptions 
in relation to all three effectiveness variables suggested that 
organizational effectiveness might be higher when there was high 
Expertise and many Exceptional Cases Encountered. This finding 
suggested that part of the relationship hypothesized between these 
variables in experimental hypothesis 4 was supported; that is, 
organizational effectiveness would be higher when there was high 


Expertise and many Exceptional Cases Encountered. In fact, an examina- 


tion of Tables 44-46 revealed that effectiveness scores were lowest 


in the cell relating to low Expertise and few Exceptions. Asa 


result, it was decided that experimental hypothesis 4 was partially 


supported. 
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Research Hypothesis 5.1 


Research hypothesis 5.1 stated that there would be no Signifi- 
cant interaction between the structural variable, Expertise, and the 
technology variable, extent of Search Behaviour Required, when effec- 
tiveness was the dependent variable. An interaction between Expertise 
and Search significant at the .05 level was obtained when Adaptability 
was the dependent variable. 

Table 47 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
test when Adapatability was the dependent variable. As indicated in 
Figure 10, the marginal mean scores relating to rows and columns tended 
to reveal that the interaction between Expertise and Search was 
ordinal in nature; that is, effectiveness scores tended to be higher 
when Expertise was high and the Search Behaviour Required was exten- 
Sive and lower when Expertise was low and Search Behaviour Required 


was minimal. 


Research Hypothesis 5.2 

Research hypothesis 5.2 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant main effect on Expertise when effectiveness was the dependent 
variable. As was the case when research hypotheses 1.3 and 4.2 were 
tested, a main effect on Expertise significant at the .05 level was 
obtained in relation to all parce effectiveness variables. 


Table 48 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 


test when Productivity was the dependent variable. Productivity 


scores were found to be higher when there was high Expertise regardless 


of the Extent of Search Behaviour Required. 


Table 47 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
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TABLE 47 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Expertise and Search When 
Adaptability was the Dependent Variable 


Eactom |B" 
(Search) 


Extensive Minimal 


Significant Aes. 


High SECC Interaction 


p= 205 
Factor ‘A’ 


(Expertise) Main Effect on 


Factor ‘A' 
See (Expertise) 


p= .Ol 


Mean 
Adaptability Search 


Scores 


High Low 


; : ; tise and Search for All 
Figure 10 Relationship between Exper ; cms 
es Respondents on the Basis of Marginal Means on Adaptability 
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TABLE 48 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Expertise and Search When 
Productivity was the Dependent Variable 


Factor 'B' 
(Search) 


Extensive Minimal 


High 
ae Oe: Main Effect on 
actor mn? 
Factor” | A 
(Expertise) (Expertise) 
p= .91 
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test when Adaptability was the dependent variable. Because a signifi- 
cant interaction between Expertise and Search was also obtained when 
Adaptability was the dependent variable, no interpretation of this 
finding could be given. 

Table 49 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. Overall Effec- 
tiveness scores were found to be higher when there was high Expertise 


regardless of the extent of Search Behaviour Required. 


Research HYpOEnesisS 5.3 


Research hypothesis 5.3 stated that there would be no signifi- 
cant main effect on Search when effectiveness was the dependent vari- 
able. No main effect on Search significant at the .05 level was 


obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 


Discussion of the Research Findings 


Although an interaction significant at the .05 level between 
Expertise and Search was obtained in relation to the effectiveness 


variable, Adaptability, research hypothesis 5.1 could not be rejected. 


The primary reason for not rejecting research hypothesis 5.1, even 


though a significant interaction was obtained, is that there was a 


significant main effect on Expertise in relation to all three 


effectiveness variables. As was the case when research hypotheses 


1.3 and 4.2 were tested, research hypothesis 5.2 could be rejected 


because a significant main effect on Expertise was obtained in relation 


to all three effectiveness variables. Research hypothesis 5.3 could 


not be rejected because no significant main effect on Search was 
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TABLE 49 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Expertise and Search When 
Overall Effectiveness was the 
Dependent Variable 


Factor 'B' 
(Search) 


Extensive Minimal 


High 
aks i Main Effect on 
actor int 
Factor A 
(Expertise) (Expertise) 
p= .01 
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obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 
Effectiveness scores were found t> be higher when there was high 
Expertise regardless of the extent of Search Behaviour Required. 
Experimental hypothesis 5 stated that organizational effec- 
tiveness would be higher when the emphasis on Expertise and the extent 
of Search Behaviour Required varied directly. Insofar as one signifi- 
cant, ordinal Cen ee Expertise and Search was obtained 
in relation to Adaptability, there was some support for the experi- 
mental hypothesis. An examination of cell scores on Adaptability 
revealed that effectiveness tended to be higher when Expertise was 
high and Search Behaviour Required was extensive. On the other hand, 
effectiveness tended to be lowest when Expertise was low and Search 
Behaviour Required was extensive. The support for experimental 
hypothesis 5 was viewed as inconclusive however because of the sig- 
nificant main effect on Expertise obtained in relation to all three 
effectiveness variables. Although it was not possible to interpret 
the finding in relation to Adaptability because a significant inter- 
action was also obtained, effectiveness scores tended to be higher 
when there was high Expertise regardless of the extent Of Search 


Behaviour Required. This meant that respondents perceived effective- 


ness to be higher when they perceived the emphasis on Expertise in 
their departments to be high regardless of how extensive or minimal 
they perceived the Search Behaviour Required in their departmental 


work to be. As a result of these findings, it was decided that the 


data did not support experimental hypothesis 5. 
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Research Bypoeneses Gnd) tor6.3 


Research hypotheses 6.1 to 6.3 related to a Craft technology. 
As indicated in Figure 9 in Chapter 6, none of the twelve departments 
were found to have a Craft technology. Furthermore, when the arche- 
typal technologies of individual respondents were calculated, 
insufficient data were obtained to permit testing of these research 


hypotheses. 


Discussion 
Insofar as insufficient data were obtained to test the related 
research hypotheses, no judgement could be made in the case of experi- 


mental hypothesis 6. 


Research Hypothesis 7.1 

Research hypothesis 7.1 stated that, in Nonroutine tech- 
nologies, there would be no significant interaction between the two 
structural variables, Formalization and Expertise, when effectiveness 
was the dependent variable. An interaction significant at the .05 
level was obtained between Formalization and Expertise when Adapta- 
bility was the dependent variable. 

Table 50 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 


test for individuals who perceived their work to be Nonroutine 


technology when Adaptability was the dependent variable. As indicated 


in Figure 11, an examination of the marginal mean scores relating to 


rows and columns tended to reveal that the interaction between Forma- 


lization and Expertise was disordinal in nature; that is, Adaptability 


scores were higher for low Formalization than high Formalization 
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TABLE 50 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Adaptability was the Dependent Variable 
for Individuals who Perceived their Work 
To Be Nonroutine Technology 


Factor, "3B: 
(Expertise) 
High 


High 3.86 
Tee ‘eoee 
(Formalization) 
p= .05 
Low 4.14 


jon 
Mean nepal bees 
i ENpertice 
cores 
High Low 
Figure 11 Relationship between Formalization and Expertise on the 


Basis of Marginal Mean Scores on Adaptability for . 
Individuals who Perceived their Work To Be Nonroutine 


Technology 
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and higher for high Expertise than for low Expertise. 


Research Hypothesis 7. 2 


Research hypothesis 7.2 stated that, in Nonroutine tech- 
nologies, there would be no significant main effect on Formalization 
when effectiveness was the dependent variable. A main effect on 
Formalization significant at the .05 level was obtained in relation 
to the effectiveness variable, Adaptability. 

Table 51 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
test for individuals in departments having a Nonroutine technology 
when Adaptability was the dependent variable. Adaptability scores 
were found to be higher when there was low Formalization regardless 
of the emphasis on Expertise. No significant main effects were 


obtained in relation to either of the other two effectiveness variables 


however. 


Research Hypothesis 7.3 


Research hypothesis 7.3 stated that, in Nonroutine tech- 


nologies, there would be no significant main effect on Expertise when 


effectiveness was the dependent variable. No main effect on Expertise 


significant at the .05 level was obtained in relation to any of the 


three effectiveness variables. 


Discussion of the Research Findings 
Research hypothesis 7.1 might be rejected on a qualified 


Dasis; that is, only for individuals who perceived their work to be 


Nonroutine technology when Adaptability was the dependent variable. 


Since the finding did not hold for the other two effectiveness 
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TABLE 51 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Adaptability was the Dependent Variable 
for Individuals in Departments having a 
Nonroutine Technology 


Factor “B" 
(Expertise) 


High 


High 
Factor ‘A’ Main Effect on 
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(Formalization) 
Low p= OL 


Ne fe 


CNEL ER RY Gee UN ee Rae Ta 
ANY e 7 AY ven iy or | i 
‘nk i ua Fy OTH SUB ny : 
fan ee a nM 
i ‘Hy Ae a 
yt Ory Tee i i i 
th ne iy ae f wy 
ir ae { Lh 
i ) yA A Me i (ca hay 
}: \ ij COT nyt i } m i} 
r Ws } yh i Y 
i" es i A J ' ( 
% i [42 © \y ‘| ‘ 
i eWay 6 i | ' 
y Lit a} 
{ ae te , : 1 
| ah : 
i i} fit 


SU Am ed MAN syn a A a 7 


} ; tl M4 ‘i uv 7 
ha sue vy i 
vf Y tard 
r \At= > 
\ i May i i 
iY } 
ivi 
iy Lif 7 lu 
1 4 x 
} 7 a/ wf 
x. ’ i t ym) ji = 


ER LMR Re Se ek | 
sibehevsgvk el mibiers oid eke ly 0D Lea ne 
; pa aa ihe) oe i 
ey oe. ott, #2, ark thak, su nal bay 
. r i ia Halen an RA he 
iy waa 
} i , i 
s GO Fe aa ale 
ee ae 
b f j y (eee 
i ; } ¢ 4 ON fin it 4 
ra ‘ Py al fon 
pon 7 Me | APRERE: 
f i : i or " ad t o + hm are 
\ fi y 


ree 5) 


wae 


\e ip ; hy wes ; a ow) : - 7 mad bel hewrrer re pie ven * " or ' 
Fl toae WAL di 4 i BD), (p , ae iat wh 
y i ? ge! 7 ran 
bp ‘ } cen tah a3) Hn an 


a y { ¥ Ghat 
r wy .) 
“rahe at ee ae ee saad dala lew pA tiny gee 
? 1 7% a ' Bai 
yi ae Tt a haa 1 vor Oly it 
ae i i i ae! 
y i f 


194 


variables it is open to debate whether or not this is sufficient 
evidence upon which to base a rejection of research hypothesis 7.1. 
As a result, no judgement could be made but the findings would suggest 
that this research hypothesis should not be rejected without further 
research. Research hypothesis 7.2 could be rejected only on a highly 
qualified basis as well; that is, only for individuals in departments 
having a Nonroutine technology when Adaptability was the dependent 
eae Again, since the finding did not hold for the other two 
effectiveness variables, it is open to debate whether or not this 
is sufficient evidence upon which to base a rejection of research 
hypothesis 7.2. As a result, no judgement could be made but the 
findings would suggest that this research hypothesis should not be 
rejected without further research. Research hypothesis 7.3 could not 
be rejected because no significant main effect on Expertise was 
obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 
Experimental hypothesis 7 stated that, in Nonroutine tech- 
por ogics, organizational effectiveness would be higher when there was 
low Formalization and high Expertise. One significant, disordinal 
interaction was obtained between Formalization and Expertise when 
Adaptability was the dependent variable. When this finding was 


examined, there was some evidence to support the experimental hypoth- 


esis but it was far from conclusive. In addition to the one signifi- 


cant interaction, a significant main effect on Formalization was 
obtained when Adaptability was the dependent variable. Adaptability 
scores were found to be higher when there was low Formalization. 


Once again, however, this was hardly conclusive support for the 
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experimental hypothesis. 

Insofar as the research findings were in the hypothesized 
directions, it would appear that experimental hypothesis 7 might be 
tentatively supported but only on a highly qualified basis as already 


indicated. 


Research Hypothesis 8.1 


Research hypothesis 8.1 stated that, in Engineering tech- 
nologies, there would be no significant interaction between the 
structural variables, Formalization and Expertise, when effective- 
ness was the dependent variable. An interaction between Formalization 
and Expertise significant at the .05 level was obtained when Adapta- 
bility was the dependent variable. 

Table 52 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
test for individuals who perceived their work to be Engineering tech- 
nology when Adaptability was the dependent variable. As indicated in 


Figure 12, an examination of the marginal mean scores relating to 


rows and columns tended to reveal that the interaction between Formal- 


ization and Expertise was disordinal in nature; that is, Adaptability 
scores were higher for high Formalization than they were for low 
Formalization and higher for low Expertise than they were for high 
Expertise. An examination of fhe Adaptability scores in the ‘cells 
tended to reveal that effectiveness was higher when there was either 
high Formalization and high Expertise or low Formalization and low 


Expertise than when there were high-low combinations. 
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TABLE 52 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Adaptability was the Dependent Variable 
for Individuals who Perceived their Work 
To Be Engineering Technology 


Factor 'B' 
(Expertise) 


High Low 


High Ae 
Factor “A: Signitieant, ‘AGB. 
(Formalization) Interaction 
p = +05 
Low 4.10 


Formalization 


Expertise 


Low 


High 


Relationship between Formalization and Expertise on the 
Basis of Marginal Mean Scores of Adaptability for 
Individuals who Perceived their Work To Be Engineering 


Figure 12 
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Research Hypothesis 8.2 


Research hypothesis 8.2 stated that, in Engineering tech- 
nologies, there would be no significant main effect on Formalization 
when effectiveness was the dependent variable. No main effect on 
Formalization significant at the .05 level was obtained in relation 


to any of the three effectiveness variables. 


Research Hypothesis S23. 


Research hypothesis 8.3 stated that, in Engineering tech- 
nologices, there would be no significant main effect on Expertise 
when effectiveness was the dependent variable. No main effect on 
Expertise significant at the .05 level was obtained in relation to 


any of the three effectiveness variables. 


Discussion of the Research Findings 

Research hypothesis 8.1 could be rejected on a highly qualified 
basis; that is, for individuals who perceived their work to be Engi- 
neering technology when Adaptability was the dependent variable. 
Since the finding did not hold for the other two effectiveness vari- 
ables it is open to debate whether or not this is sufficient evidence 
upon which to base a rejection of research hypothesis 8.1. Asa 
result, no judgement could be made but the finding suggested that 
this research hypothesis should not be rejected without further 


research. Research hypothesis 8.2 could not be rejected because no 


significant main effect on Formalization was obtained in relation to 


any of the three effectiveness variables. Research hypothesis 8.3 


could not be rejected because no significant main effect on Expertise 
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was obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 

Experimental hypothesis 8 stated that, for Engineering tech- 
nologies, organizational effectiveness would be higher when there was 
high Formalization and low Expertise. An examination of Adaptability 
scores in the case of the significant interaction obtained tended to 
Perea) that Adaptability scores were highest when there was high 
Formalization and high Expertise and when there was low Formalization 
and low Expertise. This finding ran contrary to what had been 
hypothesized. Furthermore, this finding was similar to one made in 
the previous chapter in relation to departments. As a result, it 


was decided that experimental hypothesis 8 should be rejected. 


Research Hypothesis 9.1 

Research hypothesis 9.1 stated that, in Routine technologies, 
there would be no significant interaction between Formalization and 
Expertise when effectiveness was the dependent variable. No inter- 
action between Formalization and Expertise significant at the .05 


level was obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness 


variables. 


Research Hypothesis 2 


Research hypothesis 9.2 stated that, in Routine technologies, 


there would be no significant main effect on Formalization when 


effectiveness was the dependent variable. A main effect on Formaliza- 


tion significant at the .05 level was obtained in relation to two of 


the three effectiveness variables. 


Table 53 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 
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test for individuals in departments having a Routine technology when 
Adaptability was the dependent variable. Adaptability scores were 
found to be higher when there was low Formalization regardless of 


the emphasis on Expertise. 


TABLE 53 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Adaptability was the Dependent Variable 
for Individuals in Departments having a 
Routine Technology 


Factor, 3: 
(Expertise) 


High 


High 
ate AG Main Effect on 
actor na 
Factor ‘A 
(Formalization) (Formalization) 
p= .Ol1 
Low 


Table 54 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 


test for individuals in departments having a Routine technology when 


Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. Overall Effective- 


ness scores were found to be higher when there was low Formalization 


regardless of the emphasis on Expertise. 
Table 55 reports the results of a two-way analysis of variance 


test for individuals who perceived their work to be Routine technology 


when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. Overall 
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TABLE 54 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Overall Effectiveness was the Dependent 
Variable for Individuals in Departments 
Having a Routine Technology 


Factor =p" 
(Expertise) 


High 


High 
Factor ‘A’ Clee ae 
(Formalization) (Formalization) 
ae p= .05 


TABLE 55 


Results of a Two-way Analysis of Variance Test on the 
Relationship between Formalization and Expertise 
When Overall Effectiveness was the Dependent 
Variable for Individuals who Perceived 

their Work To Be Routine Technology 


Factor 'B' 
(Expertise) 


High Low 


Main Effect on 
Factor A. 
(Formalization) 


p= .05 
Pactorn vA, 
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(Expertise) 
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Effectiveness scores were found to be higher when there was low 


Formalization as opposed to high Formalization. 


Research Hypothesis 9.3 


Research hypothesis 9.3 stated that, in Routine technologies, 
there would be no significant main effect on Expertise when effective- 
ness was the dependent variable. A main effect on Expertise signifi- 
cant at the .05 level was obtained when Overall Effectiveness was the 
dependent variable. 

Table 55 above reports the results of a two-way analysis of 
variance test for individuals who perceived their work to be Routine 
technology when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. 
Overall Effectiveness scores were found to be higher when there was 


low Formalization regardless of the emphasis on Expertise. 


Discussion of the Research Findings 

Research hypothesis 9.1 could not be rejected because no 
significant interaction between Formalization and Expertise was 
obtained in relation to any of the three effectiveness variables. 
Research hypothesis 9.2 could be rejected because significant main 
effects on Formalization were obtained in relation to both Adapta- 
bility and Overall Effectiveness. Respondents perceived effective— 
ness to be higher when they perceived the emphasis on Formalization 


to be low, in two out of three cases regardless of whether they 


perceived the emphasis on Expertise to be high: or low] Resédreh 


hypothesis 9.3 could be rejected on a highly qualified basis; that 


is, for individuals who perceived their work to be Routine technology 
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when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable. Overall 
Effectiveness scores were found to be higher in this case when there 
was high Expertise as opposed to low Expertise. This meant that 
respondents perceived the Overall Effectiveness to be higher when 
there was low Formalization and high Expertise. 

Experimental hypothesis 9 stated that, in Routine technologies, 
organizational effectiveness would be higher when there was high 
Formalization and low Expertise. An examination of the data obtained 
in relation to significant main effects on both Formalization and 
Expertise tended to reveal that respondents perceived effectiveness 
to be higher when there was low Formalization and high Expertise. 

This finding was opposite to what had been hypothesized. The consis- 
tency of the finding, coupled with a similar finding reported in the 
previous chapter in relation to departments, suggested that there 

was evidence upon which to base a rejection of experimental hypothesis 
9. As a result, experimental hypothesis 9 was rejected in the 


present study. 


SUMMARY 


This chapter presented the research findings relating to two- 


way analysis of variance testing of the research hypotheses using 


individual respondent data. While it was acknowledged from the 


outset that the primary test of organizational theory is the whole 
organization, or units within organization, there appeared to be some 


justification for testing the hypothesized relationships using 


individual respondent data. Insofar as the research findings reported 
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in this chapter tended to corroborate the research findings reported 
in the previous chapter in relation to departments, the justification 
for using individual respondent data was confirmed to some extent. 

The major finding in this chapter related to the discovery 
that the structural variable, Expertise, and the technology variable, 
number of Exceptional Cases Encountered, were found to be related to 
the level of perceived effectiveness. When a significant main effect 
on Expertise was obtained, effectiveness scores were found to be 
higher when the emphasis on Expertise was high as opposed to when it 
was low. When a significant main effect on Exceptions was obtained, 
effectiveness scores were found to be higher when there were many 
Exceptional Cases Encountered as opposed to when there were few 
Exceptions. In testing the research hypotheses relating to the first 
five experimental hypotheses, no significant main effects on either 
Formalization or Search were obtained when effectiveness was the 
dependent variable. In testing research hypothesis relating to the 
last four experimental hypotheses which dealt with archetypal tech- 
nologies, significant main effects on Formalization were obtained 
when effectiveness was the dependent variable. In this context, 
effectiveness scores were found to be higher when there was low 
Formalization as opposed to high Formalization. 

Table 56 reports a summary of decisions made when the research 


findings were related to the research hypotheses and the experimental 


hypotheses from which they were derived. As noted at the beginning 


of this chapter, some of the research hypotheses relating to main 


effects on the independent variables were redundant. As a result, 
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redundant research hypotheses have been identified with "Same as. . 
in order to avoid the impression that these were different research 
hypotheses. 

It should be borne in mind that the data obtained in this 
study posed some definite limitations in the research. As a result, 
the decisions to reject or not reject the research hypotheses and 
the decisions to support or not support the experimental hypotheses 
had to be made under less than ideal conditions at times; that is, 
the empirical evidence was often far from conclusive as to which 
decision should be made in a number of cases. 

Insofar as the study was intended to be exploratory regarding 
the intraorganizational relationships between and among the tech- 
nology, structure and effectiveness variables, some insights have 
been gained regarding the nature of these relationships. It cannot 
be stressed strongly enough, however, that the findings of this study 
require further investigation before they could be viewed as anything 


more than those which resulted from a case study conducted in one 


Alberta community college. 


207 


VAG eee ed ey 
Ls aty ih (t 
1 ay), 4 A Wy Th, i 
4 we i Te ; pa it 
vie | Fn i i hy 
‘ i ber, ra y 
it Ae ' 
aay Tia ea | 
ay ' a thi! ‘ey i 
i BS, Lira | : f e 
VAY ot fh AAR A ND ' » oll ear 
; a ae oe, ire 
H f us ‘ 
rt, Dela Ma ‘H i i | " att how 
fa | ih Ay Pad / in ry a ~ malt \ ya 
rat i ae Tipe a 
4 i ae 
va vt AN) GOR he 
J Mu By i ; . m i ; ik i] ‘i r - 
hg i, A aaine pir ssi Wh vies i! hell ie ihe nice a 
ty it Piety ‘ a 2. 
PTE Te | f it oe a ; my 
hie ji ye i cS 
; , Sree ty ad ia eh 
f me iL ; py Ae hrs hid ¥ J 
j : MW I & Ha a! ; ; 
eh LAA as deal: ules) eae ue, ee 
at To Chee cs ae 4 BAL ped eee PP te 4 < 
? | i te orn 
‘ or, ey i y ul afi Th eis ’ ip ae aa oe i ) LF : 
" i by ’ é \ y ] t nit is Pig 
} / ; 
iy ny } rs r j 4 , om ‘ 
» ‘ 4 be a 
iv" pte os ory Pret { j ‘ ‘ aie ptt oe Co ae ad : 
] { nd, ‘i 
} ) 
| ; ihiog i ssi . i a hts ih 
; iM het’) ee | eK ‘] th hia a vor 
] ' pam aN a a 
I hed ‘i nt 
i ‘ ol 
sal y ‘ * , “ Th & hs i) 
ay) oe ie Way : vas 
nt ) i eit 5 at igh ath 
: +d Ue a nm ‘Y 1 sited arity, 
a's a ho 1a o ea wn Ps tba f us nae 
7 : ) i ak 4) ht bl 
‘it j Th i air i 4 : \ 
. j ’ : Dt law 
Vy 1, ae | * i uf ‘naga nets wt “tv " talk 8 sila R 
¥ 1 q J , v 
rah ARK ie af a ve 
tj a, bles peg f : 
( j ia iyins * Sees ‘ 
in oy L-q “re i i! I mi : “2 j ANY A wal + i PS ate hay 
hit eae Con ane ee 
' > ne mn i a ak rh ban ie 7 eo as 
i ? in [ ee coat ir me rho bard j m 
ry i i ' a teu i eye 
cn Kivi age ohio ( nent? an bs pint vt eth exdiycs 
i i ine shin : ' epee J : - 
te ney + \ | i | Li ay Ly th Wall 1 % Ae ¥ my ie i 
| ee aN Pea Re tie ae es 
it aus OTL ¥ Biv beh fees Mom —— Miwon Wl? 
| ee'h fda OMEN rae Kuga a i nee ‘ err ; AVE Mal pt tg! 
‘hat : lan’ Ye ien We tiny y BP A ; } gigs ae AG Le a a 
i & 0) j me Hi i a ; y ; x e) a ; “ an peer t tod 
i pal i a) n rene bayer PD fhe he yyy 
vee f 5 My Ue, 7 ni an it ae 
why 740 / v a 7h uty ] i} ie ere | 
Pik hint My ches Ik R Yt ae ot Tm la ee i MF ti hy nit bei 
at A i ey, ant ce iy a | beet } b oe hes , ME Lig mn i 
i ‘ i : i ; ih sy v 
i ee a) t a were: 
rt bee atte il i Jy pn) i 7 ni Dy Wie | ha | + th a { urn ; mm 
i " q 4 H i : hy ” Wil i! i J ” ; 
{ Me : i ‘ he re ei 
tit ; 
it 
iy } iy 
1 
1% i ! 


Chapter 8 


SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND 
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
This chapter is divided into four sections: (1) summary of 
the study and its findings, (2) conclusions, (3) implications, and 


(4) suggestions for further study and research. 


SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 


Purpose and Problems of the Study 


The purpose of the study was to explore the intraorganizational 
relationship between organizational effectiveness and the selected 
organization characteristics of technology and structure in a post- 
secondary institutional setting. 

The main research problem in this study was: What is the 
relationship between organizational effectiveness, organizational 


structure and technology in a post-secondary institution? 


In order to answer the question posed in the research problem, 


it was necessary to seek answers to the following subproblems: 


1. What is the relationship between organizational effective- 


ness and organizational structure? 


Z What is the relationship between organizational effective- 


ness and technology? 


3. What is the relationship between organizational structure 


and technology? 


a What is the relationship between organizational 
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effectiveness and the interaction between technology and 


organizational structure? 


Focus of the Study 


The study was focused on the intraorganization or departmental 
level of a community college in Alberta. The work of such people as 
Hall (1969), Magnusen (1972) and Lynch (1973) had suggested that 
there could be important intraorganizational differences in both the 
structure and the technology of larger organizations. This study was 
concerned with identifying and investigating such intraorganizational 


differences in a community college. 


Justification for the Study 

The study was justified on two grounds. First, there was a 
need to explore the concepts of technology, structure and effective- 
ness, and the relationships between and among them, in the context of 
service organizations such as educational institutions. Secondly, it 
was felt that post-secondary institutions could be more effective 
than they were at present. By exploring the relationships between and 
among technology, structure and effectiveness, some leads might be 


gained which would assist post-secondary institutions in achieving 


higher levels of effectiveness. One approach would be to ascertain 


if there were matches between technology and structure which, according 
to such people as Woodward (1965), Likert (1967), Thompson (1967) and 


Perrow (1970), have an effect upon organizational effectiveness. 


Hypotheses for Research 


Using a facet design approach, nine experimental hypotheses 


" Mee A v4 
A : x 
ek H A \ 
a iy ; 
i r ‘ we 
, Lee eae a * y 
ee riccraepetih 99) 
“ al vay . { N i iN i } i ; 3 be he ; Cae 
he ha qh ei Meat rae ah canta roy a 
a ra 4 a ay 
: he ara aang 
1 i f \ i 1 nN * 4 ; Dy, Av 
Lad ten Bi j Pe a Nee onal i 
! i cf i ws “| Wo +) 
; Xs ‘ Ki 1K i ' Ga ao, i 
i HV : has, ' ry F i ik ” 
: , 1) Dy! C Ay " My ee r il a ‘ nun rey a +h) ’ na & ey re 
. We \ in van a 1 h i ie ata ‘i a6) mi . j 
Te ie } : : , He er wily 
uy H | } ; he ; bu ig th je ey ; 4 ‘ax , Na i, Fi el ( } [ ' we in i, “ri i i A ie . 7 ra 
der Vaal oh lh aieah RE ae 
fA i jana be eae e ” ; i ' aoe | 3 le 
! ee ean a 4\) if P ae we ae 5 . 
nt ek Pee eee mes iy iene nest 
; ' { i - ae i y a a 4 
ne if I ere hi PO 
, yay 7 } ] r i Ls yj he eds pat 
+ | ii th hy 
i ean ] 
f , : e i au ¢ mi 
iy | f . 
y ) q " es vy 
z iF 
} { dol 
io 
= f . } ae 
} eh 
hk 4 y yy y Bes 
j i . nh el uN et yi yay ta ie 1 
: , i MA yey f 
; EY ha Oe Cae eat ily au hin whe ent wa me yh 
ip ‘ a. ; ay ms M. AHN My) : . : ui i i 
et yee eps co epasioniet mM," Lanyon tT 
; 1 mie i ae va ry Niet it ot ay 
UA eae Db ie 8 | 
4 | con b { ve ‘ y i 
y.tothee . tiahl poh } bik ‘iia Hamsaies 
' 1 Ah t ni 3 hea | a d mI 


ry 


SE Sera ey OS ti +. bl ‘i work phe on 


sty n nn nt i ive “ a r ah hatl if ’ ip’ A 
i } F i vi a ts 
j iy ny rs Kh aa vy iyo pret he tat Ye a) 
, AL yt i i i ie \) Sa Ny i Ae H P Nahe m 


“Bric” haloes wile ‘wabiatmgin . thee 


} } is i pi year ater ary ae i id m Ae 
eo : j ty nh ane ih 
be ‘ T M45 ’ eA 


uty ls Bae eal Ne Sineracatte Poni | 00 
x pat ma ne vi in i F nas ab 
hy i e ; : a Uy, are, Oe ue tye she 7 le aii aa eas ioe , Th ! 


f » BD : ie iP i Wh Cia 
7 ia) ee igaes spe LD 


; alk vent! Mi 
fy! fh) A rT 


i 


| aTys | ‘ . Lh nmr 
: " : ’ AA a) a i? te tt 
Ln , 14 ie Bip te es Ai, a af 
wie ad ; j a | aL by { i : ' eS MM ig? J aw) 
j i) on \4 } At 
i ne a Shee 


pal Heh Hi eM 
Maes tw ‘ 


ey ‘ ‘ i \an 9 ¥ . Gi Ad 
; ; q aa aan, es 
a it 
: 7 


Bie Ni; ry: rat as) 


bee ey 
Lae fh 


AW ich Bris & ei 


210 


were generated regarding the relationship between technology and 
structural variable when effectiveness was the dependent variable. 
The first experimental hypothesis dealt with the relationship between 
the two structural variables, Formalization and Expertise, when 
effectiveness was the dependent variable. The next four experimental 
hypotheses dealt with the relationship between four combinations of 
structural and technology variables when effectiveness was the depen- 
dent variable. The last four experimental hypotheses dealt with the 
relationship between Formalization and Expertise when effectiveness 
was the dependent variable in the Sarees of the four archetypal 
technologies: Craft, Nonroutine, Engineering and Routine. 

In order to test the experimental hypotheses, three research 
hypotheses relating to each experimental hypothesis were generated. 
The first research hypothesis in each set stated that there would be 
no significant interaction between the pair of independent variables 
identified when effectiveness was the dependent variable. The second 
and third research hypotheses in each set stated that there would be 


no significant main effect on either of the independent variables when 


effectiveness was the dependent variable. 


Respondents in the Study 


The respondents in the study were all fulltime staff members 


who were engaged in the principal task or tasks of those departments 


in a community college which had a minimum of four fulltime personnel. 


On this basis, fourteen departments were identified as suitable for 


Use in this study. Sufficient data were obtained fromtwelve of the 


fourteen departments for them to be used as the basic units of 
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organization in this study. 


Instrument Selection and Development 

A structural inventory developed by MacKay (1964) and an 
organizational effectiveness instrument developed by Mott (1972) 
were judged to be both valid and reliable for use in this study. 

The technology instrument was developed for the present study and 
refined in the pilot study which was described in Chapter 4. 

Factor analysis techniques were used to check the construct 
validity of the technology, structure and effectiveness instruments 
used in the study. Factor analysis of the technology instrument 
tended to suggest that the items loaded on one or the other of the 
two factors of Exceptions and Search as designed. Factor analysis of 
the structural inventory revealed that this instrument was not as 
factorially pure as Kolesar (1967) suggested in his study. After 
Gropping items which did not load sufficiently on the two factors of 
Authority and Expertise, a second factor analysis suggested that the 
selected items were now more factorially pure. An examination of the 


items relating to the "Authority" factor resulted in the factor label 


being changed to Emphasis on Formalization. Insofar as this did not 


appear to violate the facet design or the experimental hypotheses 
generated from it, the study was conducted as planned after substi- 
tuting the Formalization label for the Authority label whenever the 
latter appeared. 

Factor analysis of the effectiveness instrument data revealed 


that the items loaded on the two factors of Productivity and Adapta- 


bility as designed. Item 10, which was an estimate of overall 
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effectiveness, correlated highly with the Productivity and Adaptability 
subscales. As a result, this became the third effectiveness variable 
in the study. 

A correlation coefficient matrix involving the eleven con- 
tinuous demographic variables and ie seven research variables was 
created. An examination of this correlation matrix revealed that there 
were few significant correlations between demographic and research 
variables. Age was found to correlate with Formalization which meant 
that the older an individual was, the more likely it was that he would 
perceive Formalization to be high. Educational level and highest 
educational certification attained were found to correlate signifi- 
cantly with Exceptions, Search and Formalization. In the cases of 
Exceptions and Search, the more education an individual had under- 
taken, the higher the Exceptions and the more extensive the Search. 

In the case of Formalization, the more education undertaken, the lower 
the perceived emphasis on Formalization. The only other correlation 
between a demographic and a research variable occurred in the case of 
years in the present job and Expertise. In this case, the more years 
spent in the present job, the higher the perceived emphasis on 
Expertise. 


In examining the correlations between research variables, 


several interesting findings were made. Exceptions and Search were 


found to correlate significantly which suggested that these technology 


variables were related. Exceptions correlated significantly but 


negatively with Formalization. In this case, the higher the Excep- 


tions, the lower the emphasis on Formalization. On the other hand, 
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Search correlated positively with Formalization. This finding sug- 
gested that the more extensive the Search, the higher the Formaliza- 
tion. The correlation between Formalization and Expertise was low 
but significant which suggested that these two structural variables 
were largely independent of each hele Formalization did not 
correlate with any of the effectiveness variables. Expertise, 


however, was found to correlate positively with both Productivity 


and Overall Effectiveness. Similarly, Exceptions was found to corre- 


late positively with all three effectiveness variables while Search 


correlated with none. Of the three effectiveness variables, all three 


were found to correlate highly with each other which suggested that 


they were highly related. 


Data Collection 


Data were collected from fulltime members of departments in 
Lethbridge Community College during the third week in November. 
The primary means of data collection was a four-part questionnaire 


which is contained in Appendix C. 


Part I - Personal data. Part I collected data from respon- 


dents on eleven personal or demographic variables such as sex, age, 


educational background, highest educational certification attained, 


the division and department in which the respondent worked, job title 


and four work experience variables: (1) years in present job, - (2) 


years in the college, (3) years doing similar work, and (4) total 


work experience since leaving high school. 


of checking off appropriate categories or filling in requested 


Respondent data consisted 
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Part II - Technology. Part II consisted of fourteen items 
relating to the technology of the work which each respondent did in 
his or her department. Respondents were asked to react to each 
statement by circling the most appropriate of the five response 


categories which ran from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree. 


Part ifl — Structural Inventory. “Part Ill consisted of forty- 
six items relating to bureaucratic structure. Respondents were asked 
to react to each statement in relationship to their respective depart- 
ments by circling the most appropriate of the five response categories 


which ran from Definitely True to Definitely False. 


Part IV - Organizational Effectiveness. Part IV of the 
questionnaire was composed of ten items which sought respondents’ 
perceptions of the organizational effectiveness of their respective 
departments. Respondents were asked to react to each item by circling 
the most appropriate of five response categories. Although the 
response categories were worded specifically in relation to each 
item, they ran in a general pattern from Highly Ineffective to Highly 
Effective. 

Some interview data were collected from a number of college 
The primary purpose of these data was to describe the 


personnel. 


college. A secondary purpose was to gather information to assist in 


checking the validity of the instruments used. The planned interview 


schedule was disrupted mid-way through the data collection week due 


to the unexpected dismissal of the college president and the attendant 
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difficulties which arose as a result. 


Data Treatment 

Questionnaire data were coded onto computer cards for analysis. 
Data from Part I were coded using a numerical assignment for each 
response category. Data collected in Part II on technology were 
coded using "1" for responses which indicated either few Exceptions 
or minimal Search on up to "5" for either many Exceptions or extensive 
Search. Data collected with the structural inventory in Part III were 
coded using "1" for nonbureaucratic responses on up to "5" for highly 
bureaucratic responses on the items. Data collected in Part IV 
relating to organizational effectiveness were coded using "1" for low 
effectiveness on up to "5" for high effectiveness. 

The first data treatment involved the calculation of fre- 
quencies and percentage distributions of responses on all items in the 
questionnaire. 

In order to check the construct validity of the technology, 
structure and effectiveness instruments, a factor analysis technique 
was used. As a result of the findings, it was possible to refine 
the variable subscales which were to be employed in subsequent 
analyses. 

In order to test the nine experimental hypotheses in relation 


to departments, departments were divided on the basis of high and low 


scores on the pair of independent variables identified in each 


hypothesis. Mean effectiveness scores obtained in the four cells 


were then examined to see if the hypothesized relationships between 


the pair of independent variables in each hypothesis were supported 
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by the data. 

In order to test the research hypotheses which were derived 
from the nine experimental hypotheses, two-way analysis of variance 
tests were performed on individual respondent data. Two-way analysis 
of variance tests permitted the investigation of potential interactive 
relationships between pairs of independent variables when effective- 
ness was the dependent variable. In addition, two-way analysis of 
variance tests permitted the investigation of potential Significant 
main effects of independent variables when effectiveness was the 
dependent variable. 

In testing the research hypotheses derived from each of the 
first five experimental hypotheses data from all respondents were 
used. These data were then grouped by high and low scores on both 
of the independent variables identified in the hypotheses. 

In testing the research hypotheses derived from each of the 
last four experimental hypotheses relating to archetypal technologies, 
two data groupings were used. First, respondents were grouped by 
department. Respondent data from departments with similar archetypal 
technologies were then divided on the basis of high and low scores on 
the two structural variables, Formalization and Expertise. The 


second data grouping related to all respondents irrespective of 


departmental affiliation. In this case, the archetypal technology of 


each individual was identified. Those with similar archetypal tech- 


nologies were then divided on the basis of high and low scores on 


Formalization and Expertise. Two-way analysis of variance was then 


used in order to ascertain whether or not there were significant 
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interactions or main effects on Formalization and Expertise when 
effectiveness was the dependent variable for respondent groups with 
similar archetypal technologies. 

In relating the research findings to the research hypotheses, 
significant interactions and main effects were taken as grounds for 
the possible rejection of the related research hypotheses. Signifi- 
cant interactions or main effects in relation to all three effective- 
ness variables were viewed as a more conclusive basis for rejection 
of the null hypotheses than was the case when the interactions or main 
effects were obtained in relation to only one or two effectiveness 
variables. The research findings were then related to the experimental 
hypotheses from which the research hypotheses had been derived in 
attempts to ascertain whether or not the findings supported the experi- 
mental hypotheses. 


Description of Respondents and 
College Departments 


Sufficient data were collected from twelve of the fourteen 
departments in the college to warrant their consideration in the 
hypothesis testing. Frequencies and percentage distributions of 
responses on each of the settee Se and research variables were 
presented in table form in Chapter 5 as a means of describing the 
respondents and the departments studied. 

While it was originally planned to use a eae analysis of 


variance test to determine if differences between departmental mean 


scores on the demographic and research variables were significant, 


this plan was abandoned when it became apparent that the numbers 
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involved in many of the departments were too small to make the results 
of such testing particularly meaningful. Instead, departmental mean 
scores on the research variables were placed in descending rank order 
and reported in table form. As noted in Chapter 5, the range of 
departmental mean scores on the seven research variables was little 
more than one scale interval from top to bottom. Ideally, a greater 
range of departmental mean scores would have been obtained but this 
was not the case. As a result, it was decided that departments would 
be described in terms of their rank order on each of the research 
variables instead. 

Some trends appeared to emerge. Continuing Education was 
high on both technology variables but the lowest on Formalization 
and the highest on Expertise. Maintenance was the low on both 
technology variables, high on both structural variables but the 
lowest of all twelve departments on all three effectiveness variables. 
The Steno Pool tended to follow a similar pattern. 

The rank order of Arts and Science on all three technology 
variables was interesting. Arts and Science was second or third 
lowest of all twelve departments on all three effectiveness variables. 
On the other hand, the Bursar's Office was second highest of all 
departments on all three effectiveness variables. 

While the range of mean scores was not that great, there 
appeared to be internal variation in the pattern of as SE Nresoheta\er ot 


among the seven research variables among the twelve departments. 
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Summary of Research Findings in 


Relation to Departments 


In order to test the experimental hypotheses in relation to 
departments, departments were grouped on the basis of high and low 
mean scores on the pair of variables identified in each of the 
experimental hypotheses. Mean scores on each of the three effective- 
ness variables were then calculated for each cell. Mean effectiveness 
scores were placed in rank order and these findings compared to the 
relationship predicted in each of the experimental hypotheses. The 
following is a summary of the peter eer findings in relation to 


each of the experimental hypotheses. 


Experimental hypothesis 1. Experimental hypothesis 1 stated 


that organizational effectiveness would be higher when the emphasis 
on the two structural variables, Formalization and Expertise, varied 
inversely. Effectiveness was found to be highest on all three vari- 
ables in departments with low Formalization and low Expertise. 
Effectiveness was found to be lowest on all three variables in 
departments with high Formalization and high Expertise. In addition, 


effectiveness was found to be higher when there was low Formalization 


regardless of the emphasis on Expertise. As a result of these 


findings, it appeared that the data provided only partial support 


for experimental hypothesis 1. The discovery that effectiveness 


tended to be higher when there was low Formalization suggested that 


this hypothesis required further investigation before it could be 


accepted or rejected. 
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Experimental hypothesis 2. Experimental hypothesis 2 stated 


that organizational effectiveness would be higher when the emphasis 

on Formalization, a structural variable, and the number of Exceptions, 
a technology variable, varied inversely. Effectiveness was found to 
be highest in departments with low Formalization and many Exceptions. 
Effectiveness was found to be lowest in departments with high Formal-- 
ization and few Exceptions. In addition, effectiveness was found to 
be higher in departments where the technology involved many Exceptions. 
As a result of these findings, it appeared that the data provided 
only partial support for experimental hypothesis 2. The discovery 
that effectiveness tended to be higher when there were many Exceptions 
suggested that this hypothesis required further investigation before 


it could be accepted or rejected. 


Experimental hypothesis 3. Experimental hypothesis 3 stated 


that organizational effectiveness would be higher when the emphasis 
on Formalization, a structural variable, and the extent of Search, a 
technology variable, varied inversely. Effectiveness was found to 


be highest on all three variables in departments with low Formaliza- 


tion and minimal Search. The inconsistent pattern of the rank order 


of the effectiveness variables in the other cells Made it dverrcuLe 


to identify in which departments effectiveness was lowest. There 


was a suggestion in this pattern, however, that effectiveness tended 


to be higher when there was low Formalization. With the exception 


of Adaptability scores in the cell relating to departments with low 


Formalization and extensive Search, effectiveness tended to be higher 


when there was low Formalization. As a result of these findings, it 
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appeared that the data provided little Support for experimental 
hypothesis 3. It was decided that experimental hypothesis 3 should 


be rejected. 


Experimental hypothesis 4. Experimental hypothesis 4 stated 


that organizational effectiveness would be higher when the emphasis 

on Expertise, a structural variable, and the number of Exceptions, a 
technology variable, varied directly. Effectiveness was found to be 
highest on two of the three measures in departments with high Expertise 
and many Exceptions. Effectiveness was found to be lowest on two of 
the three variables in departments with high Expertise and few 
Exceptions. In addition, effectiveness tended to be higher in depart- 
IMents with many Exceptions regardless of the emphasis on Expertise. 
Once more, the findings provided only partial support for the experi- 
mental hypothesis. The discovery that effectiveness tended to be 
higher when there were many Exceptions suggested that this hypothesis 


required further testing before it could be accepted or rejected. 


Experimental hypothesis 5 stated 


Experimental hypothesis 5. 


that organizational effectiveness would be higher when the emphasis 


on Expertise, a structural variable, and the extent of Search, a 


technology variable, varied directly. Effectiveness was found to be 


highest on all three variables in departments with low Expertise and 


minimal search. Effectiveness was found to be lowest in departments 


with high Expertise and minimal Search. The findings appeared to 


support the experimental hypothesis and, as a result, experimental 


hypothesis 5 was tentatively accepted. 
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Experimental hypothesis 6. Experimental hypothesis 6 stated 


that, in departments with a Craft technology, organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when there was low Formalization and high 
Expertise. None of the twelve departments were found to have a Craft 
technology. As a result, no judgement could be made regarding 


experimental hypothesis 6. 


Experimental hypothesis 7. Experimental hypothesis 7 stated 
that, in departments with a Routine technology, organizational 
effectiveness would be higher when there was low Formalization and 
high Expertise. Effectiveness was found to be highest when there 
was low Formalization and high Expertise. Effectiveness was found 
to be lowest when there was high Formalization and low Expertise. 

As a result of these findings, experimental hypothesis 7 was tenta- 


tively accepted. 


Experimental hypothesis 8. Experimental hypothesis 8 stated 


that, in departments with an Engineering technology, organizational 
effectiveness would be higher when there was high Formalization and 


low Expertise. Effectiveness was found to be highest on two of the 


three variables when there was high Formalization and high Expertise. 
Effectiveness was found to be lowest in departments with high 


Formalization and low Expertise. As a result of these findings, 


experimental hypothesis 8 was rejected in the present study. 


Experimental hypothesis 9 stated 


Experimental hypothesis OF 


that, in departments with a Routine technology, organizational 


effectiveness would be higher when there was high Formalization and 
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low Expertise. Neither of the two departments were found to have what 
might be termed low Expertise. As a result, the two departments were 
divided on the basis of high and low Formalization only. Effectiveness 
was found to be higher on all three effectiveness variables in the 
department with low Formalization and high Expertise. Although two 
departments was considered an extremely small data base upon which to 
make such decisions, the data suggested that experimental hypothesis 9 
should be rejected in this study. 

As noted throughout Chapter 6, the actual differences in 
departmental mean scores on all of the research variables were small. 
As a result, the division of departments into high and low mean scores 
on these variables was somewhat arbitrary at best. Some trends did 
tend to emerge from the data however which suggested that some of the 
experimental hypotheses could be accepted but others should be 


rejected. The remainder require further investigation before a more 


defensible decision could be reached. 


Summary of Research Findings in Relation 


to Individual Respondent Data 


Chapter 7 presented the research findings when the research 


hypotheses were tested using a two-way analysis of variance technique 


on individual respondent data. Although it was acknowledged from the 


outset that the primary basis of testing organizational theory is 


entire organizations or units within organizations, there was some 


justification for testing the organizational hypotheses using individ- 


ual respondent data. The data collected in this study were perceptual 


in nature. Respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of 
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the work technology, organizational structure and organizational 
effectiveness of their respective departments. If it is true that 
people behave in relation to what they perceive, then it should be 
possible to detect patterns of perceived relationships between and 
among the research variables using individual respondent data. Insofar 
as the research findings in relation to individual respondent data 
were Similar to those obtained in relation to departmental data, then 
the justification for testing organizational hypotheses in this way 


was supported to some extent. 


Summary of significant interactions. A significant interaction 

between independent variables in this study suggested that the level 

of effectiveness was related to the way in which the two independent 
variables acted together. Only three interactions significant at the 
-05 level were obtained and each was obtained when Adaptability was 

the dependent variable. A significant interaction between Expertise 
and Search was obtained for all respondents. When this interaction 

was investigated, it was found to be ordinal in nature; that is, 


effectiveness was found tobe higher when Expertise was high and the 


Search Behaviour Required was extensive. Conversely, effectiveness 


was found to be lower when Expertise was low and Search Behaviour 
Required was minimal. 

A significant interaction between Formalization and Expertise 
was obtained for individuals who perceived their work to be Nonroutine 


technology. This interaction was found to be disordinal in nature; 


that is, effectiveness was found to be higher when there was low 


Formalization and high Expertise as opposed to when there was high 
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Formalization and low Expertise. 


A significant interaction between Formalization and Expertise 
was obtained for individuals who perceived their work to be Engineering 
technology. This interaction was also found to be disordinal in 
nature; that is, effectiveness was found to be higher for low Formal- 
ization than high Formalization and higher for high Expertise than low 
Expertise. 

No explanation for the finding that all three interactions 
were obtained when Adaptability was the dependent variable could be 


given. 


Summary of significant main effects. As noted in Chapter 7, 
the fact that the independent variables appeared in more than one of 
the experimental hypotheses meant that some of the research hypotheses 
were redundant. Once a main effect on Expertise had been obtained in 
relation to experimental hypothesis 1, for example, it was only 
reasonable to expect that this main effect would be obtained again in 


hypotheses 4 and 5 because the same data were used. 


Significant main effects on Expertise were obtained in relation 


to all three effectiveness variables. Effectiveness was found to be 


higher when there was high Expertise as opposed to low Expertise. 


Significant main effects on Exceptions were obtained in 


relation to all three effectiveness variables as well. Effectiveness 


was found to be higher when there were many Exceptional Cases 


Encountered as opposed to when there were few Exceptional Cases 


Encountered. 


Significant main effects on Formalization were obtained only 
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in the context of archetypal technologies. A Significant main effect 
on Formalization was obtained when Adaptability and Overall Effective- 
ness were the dependent variables for individuals in departments 
having a Routine technology. Significant main effects on Formalization 
were obtained when Overall Effectiveness was the dependent variable 
for individuals who perceived their work to be Routine technology and 
for individuals who perceived their work to be Nonroutine technology. 
In all cases of a significant main effect on Formalization, effective- 
ness was found to be higher when there was low Formalization as 
opposed to high Formalization. 
Relating the Findings to the Research 

and Experimental Hypotheses 

A summary of the decisions made regarding the research and 

experimental hypotheses on the basis of the research findings was 
reported in Table 56 at the end of Chapter 7. On the basis of the 
research findings, it was possible to reject very few of the research 
hypotheses because the evidence was far from conclusive. Research 
hypotheses 1.3), «2.3 and 4.2 could be rejected because a significant 
main effect was obtained on Expertise in relation to all three of the 
effectiveness variables. Research hypotheses 2.3 and 4.3 could be 


rejected because a significant main effect was obtained on Exceptions 


in relation to all three of the effectiveness variables. Research 


hypothesis 9.2 could be rejected because a significant main effect 


on Formalization was obtained in relation to two of the three effec— 


tiveness variables. In all other cases, the research findings pro- 


vided little or no support for the rejection of the related null 
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hypotheses. 

The research findings permitted the tentative acceptance of 
experimental hypothesis 7, provided partial support for experimental 
hypothesis 4, did not appear to Support experimental hypotheses 1, 2 
and 3, permitted no judgement in the case of experimental hypotheses 3 
and 6 and led to the tentative rejection of experimental hypotheses 8 


and 9. 
CONCLUSIONS 


The conclusions are divided into two sections: (1) general 
conclusions regarding various aspects of the study, and (2) specific 
conclusions in relation to each of the experimental hypotheses 


generated for use in the study. 


General Conclusions 


A number of general conclusions regarding various aspects of 


the study are presented for consideration. 


1. Utility of the Facet Design Technique. 


The facet design technique proved to be a valuable tool in 


the development of this study. First, it assisted in identifying and 


clarifying the factors involved in the study and the possible relation- 


ships between them. Secondly, the facet design helped in the demarca- 


tion of the research parameters. Thirdly, the facet design assisted 


in the generation of a series of nine experimental hypotheses upon 


which the study was based. On the whole, the facet design technique 


was found to serve those ends for which Runkel and McGrath (1972:17) 
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Maintained it was intended. 


2. Limitations Posed by the Data 

Several limitations posed by the data appeared to have an 
effect upon the study. First, the data collected were perceptual in 
nature which meant that the study was based on the assumption that 
respondents were able to give accurate indications of their perceptions 
and that these perceptions were reasonably valid in terms of the 
organizational characteristics being studied. In addition, there is 
always the possiblity that perceptual data are subject to distortions 
arising from such things as what respondents think the researcher 
gs trying to do and acting in relation to this, or the possibility 
that the perceptual data were gathered at a time when the organiza- 
tional conditions were somewhat unusual or out of the ordinary. An 
example of the former distortion might be as follows: if respon- 
dents perceived that the researcher was trying to discover which 
departments were low in effectiveness, respondents might be tempted 


to protect themselves by inflating their estimations of perceived 


departmental effectiveness. An example of the latter Kind of distor— 


tion might be the sudden dismissal of the college president during 


data collection. This event represented an unusual organizational 


Sondition. Et iis *possible ‘that respondents' perceptions were affected 


by this event. When this possibility was pursued with several res- 


pondents, the general indication was that, insofar as the focus of the 


' 
questionnaire was on departments, they suspected that respondents 


perceptions would probably not be affected all that much by the dis- 


missal of the president. Nevertheless, perceptual data pose certain 
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limitations from the outset. 

A second order of limitations posed by the data related to the 
fact that the numbers of respondents and departments involved in the 
study were small. This meant that when the experimental hypotheses 
were examined in relation to departments, twelve departments spread 
over four cells provided a rather tentative basis upon which to draw 
conclusions. Similarly, when respondent data were treated using two- 
way analysis of variance in order to determine whether or not the 
research hypotheses could be rejected on the basis of the findings, 
the numbers involved in some of the cells were also problematically 
small. As a result, the conclusions drawn on the basis of the research 
findings have to be seen as very tentative at best. Even when fairly 
consistent research findings were obtained, it would appear that such 
findings should be viewed with a great deal of caution especially when 
generalizing on the basis of them. 

A third limitation posed by the data related to the fact that 
few differences were obtained on any of the variables. As a result it 
was necessary to employ some rather arbitrary cutting points in 
grouping data on the basis of high and low scores. This limitation 


is explored inmore detail in the next section. 


3. Futher Refinement of the Instruments is Needed 

A second general area of conclusions in the study deals with 
the need to refine further the instruments used. An examination of 
the frequency distribution of responses to items in each of the instru- 
ments as well as the findings which resulted from the factor analysis 


of the technology, structure and effectiveness instruments suggested 
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that these instruments might need refinement before they would be 
capable of measuring intraorganizational differences with any high 
degree of validity and Feltability. 

Many of the items in the technology, structure and effective- 
ness instruments appeared to have a relatively low capacity to dis- 
criminate among respondents. On a number of items, for example, 
upwards of seventy percent of all respondents, irrespective of job 
or departmental affiliation, indicated their percepLivonssby scirciing 
either the top two or bottom two response categories. While this may 
be an accurate reflection of the situation in departments of the 
college studied, such a finding does raise questions regarding the 
capacity of these instruments to discriminate among respondents and 
to detect intraorganizational differences within the type of organiza- 
tion examined in this study where they exist. 

The factorial purity of these instruments is another aspect 
of the refinement needed. Although the effectiveness instrument 
appeared, to be xelatively factorially pure in relation to the factor 
analysis performed on the data, some questions arose with regards to 


both the technology and structure instruments. 


An examination of the frequency dis- 


Technology instrument. 


tribution of responses to items in the technology instrument tended 
to reveal that items relating to the Exceptions subscale had a lower 


capacity to discriminate among respondents than did items relating to 


the Search subscale. Responses on items relating to the Exceptions 


subscale tended to load heavily above the 3.00 midpoint on the 


jori ondents in this 
response scale. As a result, a majority of the resp 
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study perceived their work to involve Many exceptional cases encoun- 
tered, irrespective of their particular job or departmental affilia- 
tion. While this may have been an accurate reflection of this tech— 
nology variable in the departments studied, there are still questions 
regarding the capacity of items in this instrument to discriminate 
among respondents and identify intraorganizational differences where 
they exist. 

As far as the factorial purity of the technology instrument 
was concerned, more work appeared to be needed. In light of the 
correlation between the Exceptions and Search variables, it would 
appear that these two variables are significantly related and there- 
fore not as independent as they probably should be if they were to 


measure the technology construct more accurately. 


Structural inventory. The structural inventory posed some 
major problems in the context of this study. It should be noted that 
this was the first time that this instrument had been used either at 
the intraorganizational level or in a post-secondary institution. 
Previous applications of this instrument by MacKay (1964), Kolesar 


(1967), Anderson (1968) and Punch (1970) had been in the context of 


whole organizations such as public schools. Some of the problems 


encountered in the use of this instrument in this study may be 
attributable to the differences in the organizational context for 


which this instrument was developed as opposed to the organizational 


context in which it was used in this study. 


An examination of the frequency distribution of responses on 


items revealed that many items appeared to have little capacity to 
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discriminate among respondents. While this may have been an accurate 
reflection of the situation in the departments studied, there is still 
the questions of whether or not the items in this instrument have the 
capacity to discriminate among respondents and to detect intraorganiza- 
tional differences when they exist. 

A more pressing problem in relation to this study was the 
apparent lack of factorial purity in the instrument. The instrument 
was composed of forty-six items relating to six bureaucratic subscales: 
Hierarchy of Authority, Rules for Members, Procedural Specificity, 
Impersonality, Specialization and Technical Competence. Kolesar (1967) 
Maintained that, as a result of his findings, these six bureaucratic 
subscales could be collapsed into two factors: Concentration on 
Authority, which involved items relating to the first four bureaucratic 
subscales, and Emphasis on Expertise, which incorporated items relating 
to the last two bureaucratic subscales. A factor analysis performed 
by Kolesar indicated that four of the fifty items he used tended to 
demonstrate cross loadings and, on the basis of his suggestion, these 
items were dropped in the adoption of this instrument for use in this 
study. 


When a factor analysis was performed on the data collected in 


this study, approximately half of the forty-six items demonstrated 


sufficient factor loadings on one or the other of the two factors. to 


warrant consideration as a part of that factor, “In “addition, snone.or 


the six items supposedly relating to the Specialization subscale were 


found to load sufficiently on either factor to warrant inclusion. 


Faced with these findings, it was decided that the six bureaucratic 
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subscale correlations should be examined in order to see what their 
relationships might be. The results tended to support MacKay's (1964: 
75) finding that the Technical Competence subscale correlated signifi- 
cantly and negatively with each of the first five subscales. As a 
result of this finding, there was a problem in rationalizing how items 
relating to the Specialization subscale could be merged into the 
creation of an Emphasis on Expertise factor as Kolesar had proposed. 

Furthermore, four items supposedly related to the Concentration 
on Authority factor, and three supposedly related to the Emphasis on 
Expertise factor, were found to load sufficiently but negatively on 
the opposing factor. No explanation for this finding could be given. 

As a result of these findings, only those items with suf- 
ficient factor loadings on the factor to which they were supposedly 
related were included in a second factor analysis. This time the 
factors appeared to be relatively pure. When the items which made 
up the Authority factor were examined in detail, it was decided that 
the factor label used by Kolesar was now inappropriate. Instead, 
this factor became Emphasis on Formalization. 

An examination of the correlation between the two structural 
variables of Formalization and Expertise revealed that these two 


variables were highly independent as they correlated at .04 when a 


correlation of .20 was needed in this study to reach statistical 


Significance. 


Effectiveness instrument. The effectiveness instrument posed 
Effectiveness instrum’ 


the fewest problems as far as factorial purity was concerned. The 


factor analysis of data relating to this instrument demonstrated that 
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all items loaded highly on the factors for which they were designed. 

Once more, however, there appeared to be problems with the 
capacity of items to discriminate among respondents. An Sen 
of the frequency distribution of responses to all items tended to 
show that most respondents perceived the effectiveness of their 
respective departments in relation to one of the top two response 
categories. While such a finding was not surprising given the nature 
of the concept involved and the perceptual distortions which may have 
been operating, it does raise questions regarding whether or not this 
instrument is capable of discriminating among respondents or detecting 
intraorganizational differences when they do exist. 

According to the correlation matrix, the three effectiveness 
variables of Productivity, Adaptability and Overall Effectiveness 
were highly correlated with one another. This finding compared 


favourably to what Mott (1972) had discovered in his development and 


application of this instrument. 


4. Relationship between Demographic and Research 


Variables on the Basis of the Correlation Matrix 
An examination of the correlation matrix relating to eleven 
demographic and seven research variables revealed that the seven 
research variables were relatively independent of the demographic 


variables. Because sex was a dichotomous rather than continuous 


variable, a t-Test was used to examine its relationship with the 


research variables. Sex too was found to be relatively independent 


of the research variables. As a result of these findings, the demo- 


graphic variables were ignored in testing the hypothesized 


“ anti \ ri ee | 


iy 


ee 


Ne 


he fre 


; 
i} 
\ i 
if 
bn 
; 
, 
arn 


ry 
r i 
wy 
Pee ie 
; = 
‘ 
¢ 
i t 
u 
i 


il be a Wie 


pun 


co ae at 


Ma 4 
aw . 4 
i a | 
yt 
fj art, fr ' f ) 
aT reba ia a ape Cb CORY i vt ve rite : 
are Md, Om tes ne i cee 
{ Re eee er nae 
why a. ja he ee t ' $ My Vatal a 2 cath: 3.) 
i | 7 
~ i 8 at | ; i \ heny yy 
7 ; F vit ‘ 
om aS Lf iN { 
ni) 7 ; ' y 
fab i 
i 7 " ; “i be 
M vi H Qu ” 4 f) fi a 
: a ® \ - 
% us a 
‘ih, i) 
j vi ria 
tN! Snel Y I 
- : LM hy = 9 
? i 
i Ny ry i , es ad y Li i Val 
7 Ws a ah oI lt 2 
‘ by i gut 


g name as fit ai att ; cet +e ond eiandl 


Sy ON RET NaI va xe 22 


if 


"ee ee 


\ | i i A ag ee oy 
poo may AP be bh a WF sill _ pte er a aed ft! ‘te 
yA) yma imal Sy het; Las He 
; I i he TO ' 4y! ; hie: cM a 


1 1 i “iy 
) j . ; rae 
tig i , uf iN j t a ie 4 ine 


a 
A AY hn 
, ii Rigel ey 
Tay 
: ie 
, , 
‘i [ ‘ 
i i 
i Pie irr, 
t i i 
v fi 
H 7 iii if : 
a 
f 4 
jita neta Cea ses ninbe 
sk ? 
hye en 


239 


relationships between and among the seven research variables. 


5. Few Intraorganizational Differences 

There appeared to be few intraorganizational differences 
between departmental mean scores on the research variables. This 
study was based on the notion that there would be important intra- 
organizational differences in the technology, structure and effective- 
ness variables but few were found. It was not possible to determine 
whether this finding was obtained because the research instruments 
lacked the capacity to discriminate among respondents and detect 
intraorganizational differences on the seven research variables or 
because there were just not that many intraorganizational differences 


in the college studied. 


Cee Oualitnred Support for the 


Experimental Hypotheses 


When the experimental hypotheses were tested on the basis of 


departments, only qualified support in specific cases was found. 


Experimental hypotheses 5 and 7 appeared to be supported. Experimental 


hypotheses 1, 2 and 4 appeared to have partial support. Experimental 


hypothesis 6 could not be tested as there were no departments with a 


Craft technology. Experimental hypotheses 3, 8 and? 9 appeared to be 


rejected. 


Similar findings were obtained when research hypotheses 


derived from the nine experimental hypotheses were tested using a two- 


way analysis of variance technique on data relating to individual 


respondents. Experimental hypothesis 7 appeared to have tentative 


support There was marginal support for experimental hypotheses l, 2, 
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4 and 5 but not sufficient to warrant the judgement that they were 
Supported as stated. There were no findings in relation to experi- 
mental hypotheses 3 and 6 so no judgement could be made. Experimental 
hypotheses 8 and 9 appeared to be rejected. 

In the next section, each SF the nine experimental hypotheses 
is examined in the light of research findings in relation to both 


departments and individual respondents. 


Specific Conclusions Regarding the 
Nine Experimental Hypotheses 


The primary test of the experimental hypotheses was the 
relationship between structural and technology variables on the 
basis of mean effectiveness scores in departments. The secondary 
test of these hypotheses was the use of two-way analysis of variance 
tests on data relating to individual respondents. The small numbers 
involved plus the apparent absence of many differences between mean 
scores on the research variables meant that any decisions reached 
with regard to the acceptance or rejection of the experimental 


hypotheses are tentative at best. 


Experimental Hypothesis 1 


Experimental hypothesis 1 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on the two structural variables, 
Formalization and Expertise, varied inversely. 


Organizational effectiveness was 


Findings in departments. 


higher when there was low Formalization regardless of the emphasis 


on Expertise. 
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Findings on individuals. Organizational effectiveness was 


higher when there was high Expertise, regardless of the emphasis on 


Formalization. 


Conclusions. Experimental hypothesis 1 cannot be accepted on 


the basis of findings in this study. 


Experimental Hypothesis 2 


Experimental hypothesis 2 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization, a structural 
variable, and the number of Exceptions, a technology variable, varied 


inversely. 


Findings in departments. Organizational effectiveness was 


higher when there were many Exceptions regardless of the emphasis on 
Formalization. 

Findings in individuals. Organizational effectiveness was 
higher when there were many Exceptions regardless of the emphasis on 


Formalization. 


Conclusions. Experimental hypothesis 1 cannot be accepted 


on the basis of findings in this study. 


Experimental Hypothesis S 


Experimental hypothesis 3 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Formalization, a structural 
variable, and the extent of Search, a technology variable, varied 


inversely. 


Findings in departments. Organizational effectiveness was 
Findings in department 
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higher when there was low Formalization. 


Findings on individuals. There were no research findings on 
the basis of individual data as no Significant interaction or main 
effects were obtained on the basis of any of the effectiveness vari- 


ables. 


Conclusions. Experimental hypothesis 3 can be tentatively 


rejected on the basis of findings in this study. 


Experimental Hypothesis 4 


Experimental hypothesis 4 stated that organizational effective- 
ness would be higher when the emphasis on Expertise, a structural 
variable, and the number of Exceptions, a technology variable, varied 


aerectiy. 


Findings in departments. Organizational effectiveness was 
higher when there were many Exceptions regardless of the emphasis on 
Expertise. 


Organizational effectiveness was 


Findings on individuals. 


higher when there was high Expertise and many Exceptions but not when 
both were low as hypothesized. 


Conclusions. Experimental hypothesis 4 cannot be accepted 


on the basis of the findings in this study. 


Experimental Hypothesis 5 


Experimental hypothesis 5 stated that organizational effective- 


ness would be higher when the emphasis on Expertise, a Shes ease 


variable, and the extent of Search, a technology variable, varied 
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directly. 


Findings in departments. Organizational effectiveness was 


higher when either Expertise was high and Search was extensive or when 


Expertise was low and Search was minimal. 


Findings on individuals. Organizational effectiveness was 


higher when there was high Expertise. 


Conclusions. Experimental hypothesis 5 can be tentatively 


accepted on the basis of findings in this study. 


Experimental Hypothesis 6 


Experimental hypothesis 6 stated that, in a Craft technology, 
organizational effectiveness would be higher when there was low 
Formalization and high Expertise. No judgement could be made on 
experimental hypothesis 6 because there were insufficient data to 


test this hypothesis. 


Experimental Hypothesis 7 


Experimental hypothesis 7 stated that, in a Nonroutine tech- 


nology, organizational effectiveness would be higher when there was 
low Formalization and high Expertise. 


Organizational effectiveness was 


Findings in departments. . 


higher when there was low Formalization and high Expertise. 


Findings on individuals. Organizational effectiveness was 
Findings on individuals 


higher when there was low Formalization. 


Conclusions. Experimental hypothesis 7 can be tentatively 


accepted on the basis of findings in this study. 
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Experimental Hypothesis 8 


Experimental hypothesis 8 stated that, in an Engineering 
technology, organizational effectiveness would be higher when there 


was high Formalization and low Expertise. 


Findings in departments. Organizational effectiveness was 


higher when there was high Formalization and high Expertise. 


Findings on individuals. Organizational effectiveness was 
higher when both Formalization and Expertise were high or when both 


were low. 


Conclusions. Experimental hypothesis 8 was rejected on the 


basis of findings in this study. 


Experimental Hypothesis 9 


Experimental hypothesis 9 stated that, in a Routine tech- 
nology, organizational effectiveness would be higher when there was 


high Formalization and low Expertise. 


Findings in departments. Organizational effectiveness was 


higher when there was low Formalization and high Expertise. 


Organizational effectiveness was 


Findings on individuals. 


higher when there was low Formalization and high Expertise. 


Conclusions. Experimental hypothesis 9 can be rejected on 


the basis of findings in this study. 
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS 
AND THE CONCLUSIONS 
On the basis of the research findings and the conclusions 
drawn, it is possible to identify a number of possible implications 


for consideration. 


The purpose of the study was to explore the intraorganizational 


relationship between organizational effectiveness and the selected 
Organizational characteristics of technology and structure in an 
attempt to clarify what relationships these characteristics might 
have to organizational effectiveness. Some clarification did occur, 
at least within the limited eaters of what has to be viewed as a 
case study of one institution, but some confusions arose as well. 
Further research is obviously necessary to confirm what appeared to 


be findings in this study. 
The first implication of the findings is the possibility that 


there may not be significant or even important intraorganizational 


differences in a community college. The relative lack of difference 


between departmental mean scores on the research variables has already 


been noted a number of times. On the other hand, sharper instruments 


might be able to detect greater differences and, on the basis of such 


a finding, perhaps some of the hypothesized relationships in this 


study could be tested more accurately. The chances are, however, that 


the nature of post-secondary institutions is such that there smay not 


be the kind of intraorganizational differences which one might expect 


to find in a large business or industrial organization. The majority 


of staff in a post-secondary institution are highly educated people 
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involved in the instructional process. Most administrators in post- 
secondary institutions, even in the non-instructional departments, 
are well educated and have often been involved in educational organi- 
zations for a number of years. Support staff such as secretaries 
work in constant association with Des ca, Matters. The general 
atmosphere of most post-secondary institutions is one which stresses 
personal competence and meeting one's responsibilities in the job, 
whatever the job. On these bases, perhaps one should not expect to 
find many intraorganizational differences in such things as structure 
and technology. 

A second implication of the research findings relates to the 
emergence of the structural variable, Emphasis on Expertise, as a 
variable frequently found to be a factor associated with the level of 
organizational effectiveness perceived. In almost every case, organi- 
zational effectiveness was found to be higher when there was high 


Expertise. The reasons for this finding may have been addressed 


already in the previous paragraph. After all, post-secondary institu- 


tions have a large number of well educated people on staff who have 


been hired because of their training, expertise and skill. It is not 


surprising that high effectiveness should be found associated with 


high Expertise. 


A third implication of the research findings related to the 


emergence of the technology variable, Number of Exceptions, aS a 


factor found to be associated with the level of organizational 


effectiveness perceived. In almost every case, organizational 


effectiveness was found to be higher when there were many Exceptions. 
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One possible explanation of this finding was presented in an earlier 
chapter. The Exceptions variable might be a reflection of the amount 
of variety and challenge in the work. It has been the experience of 
business and industry over the past several decades that people need 
a reasonable amount of variety and challenge in their work in order 
to feel some satisfaction and motivation. People such as Price 
(1968) and Steers (1975) indicated that the level of motivation and 
morale are factors in the level of organizational effectiveness 
achieved. This may be particularly true in a post-secondary institu- 
tion where a majority of staff are well educated and therefore 
expect a fairly high degree of variety and challenge in their work. 

A fourth implication of the research findings relates to the 
discovery that effectiveness was often higher when there was low 
Formalization. In light of the previous two implications, this 
finding comes as no surprise. Low Formalization appears to be 
logically compatible with high Expertise. This was borne out by the 
research findings in relation to both Nonroutine and Routine tech- 
nologies. 

A fifth implication of the research findings is that the 
theory upon which the experimental hypotheses were based may be 
valid in the context of organizations in general but not in the con- 


text of post-secondary institutions or at the intraorganizational 


level Educators have long maintained that educational institutions 


are different from business or industrial concerns. Blau and Scott 


i i % nizations" 
(1962) classified educational institutions as “service orga 


because they viewed such organizations as different from mutual 
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benefit, business concerns and commonweal organizations. While it 
would be dangerous to build theory on the findings of this study, 
there is some reason to believe that organizational theory may not 
apply to educational organizations in the same way it appears to 
apply to business concerns, for example. 

A final implication of this study might be that too much has 
been assumed and that the approach to exploring the relationships 
between technology, structure and effectiveness was too simplistic. 
This study set out to examine what must be viewed as fairly complex 
phenomena. It was based on perceptual data where more concrete or 
sophisticated measures of technology, structure and effectiveness 
might have been used. It was based on an assumption that Perrow's 
notion of technology was valid and that distinctions could be made 
on the basis of what turned out to be fairly uniform data on the two 
variables. It was based on the assumption that a bureaucratic 
structural inventory reduced to two factors was an appropriate means 
of measuring the intraorganizational structure of a post-secondary 
institution. It was based on the assumption that perceptual measures 
of effectiveness on three factors—Productivity, Adaptability and 
Overall Effectiveness—were a valid means of measuring the organiza- 
tional effectiveness of departments in a post-secondary institution. 
The fact of the matter is that the present study was meant to be an 


exploration of the interrelationships between three concepts— 


technology, structure and effectiveness—which were not without 


confusion in their own rights, let alone in concert. If nothing else, 


this study has helped identify a number of suggestions for further 


Lie ety " f ; aa) j i 
Wah A ; eC haa ay 
] ; r ‘| Ru ve a fed ai eT a fe ih de 
i ae 4 oe a { i we ree ay ot wena 
; ; 4 ; 
i ; i A) Wa 
J i al x 
a th ) seat a ik 
Pray an ee | 
i Pee aia ak ' “ he 4 fh \atahe =i Le 
i) be | \ 
4 v4 \ Er le aia F peal mt 
f ran i i 
' ‘ ber POR a OR, ee 
1 mar hS 
‘] , val 
( ' 7, at 
7 f 4 , yj) iy, te aur by Wap *, hie 7 
A ; aan : oo ‘ = 
I iw ites 
i f “ ; ig al reat eee M 
f d, vir or YT ee nial " 
wip ! P \ “ Wan ee Sar ; . a ‘ 
F uy 4 er + i 4; ny a : i ( a ri pa 
ad j pir i eae. Pa ; 9 
; ’ | ' ‘ a | we ~ - 
¢ \, ed BG Le i ee pee: ae! Ce ae wate ath 
f sete | ale ; ; 
ME a bP ay A 
: i 
1 i 
4 # ‘ 
: i i ‘ ‘a> 
I be Wo 
i F] a 
\ 
h i , ( fy 
i i” 
pe yi hal ot i 
| 
* 7 
{ ii { , 
; veer Ls : Liv mee a oe pia 
¥ Ms eae IAN PP Mace) ae P is ff A he i : - ee Oa a J | ei . RU at 


i / 7 x 7, 


a } > aden ¥ 


i é i P bay ‘ weer 8 De it Poa Pet ye hie | i fyi ae 
j i i . Ay ty ~% a A * ui , i } on ie , 4 v 4 a M i ii | Me \ uf aaa a, f , A 4 } 7 
i pee , ! ! ' 4 y A 
f i a iE ‘ TP hee ‘ oe i 
: ROAD) Mae SAD ae ul ah Mae Hae 
‘ Ube me } > F ar ‘ ao a ee baie egy orn 
Cia oe A NR Te ee INN, eA RN SN RNa ieae on, Re Cee 


; a f ie ee Shay 1D ae 
‘ea ae an Wht i Dee seu at tra OE ig flag Hee P } it tu Oy 
ae ee me ‘apiibal io si pce eth 9 


io 
eo 


i ¢fi ; i a rv tae ' iid par 

fe i ‘ ; " hg vs iy «4 a ve rt ° 
‘i ee en | { ra a el hwo, Y Dos ne wi } sani aid tsa ws S499 

j \ f iat ‘ Hh i v i My y \ he t 
: Vil fal , 4 me } | Peet a #y Py) S i 
; ant peak he tN rh tn 
." : A 1 , Lb ' . a) hy pi ae | 
1 ; l ; j , j ! a Pi) iy 

1) \~peee % ane i i a mien ‘7 hc aadiin aaa 
ty he, i ’ ry : y 


ay fa! i in 


i Hi thy ree hs 
bay ag erere de TING, mh 82 Cee ountil 


: j Pees ait t y " 7 j ig i 
Mv Pe ea ty Mena eset Wan Ut 


sey mn oan no won i pee vse 20, by oat a af ‘a 


ane i 
i ie Tay wal ee Ae ah ie 7) aie 
ved, hy pn i) Ok a ee pleaded 
ern. | ila ' WaT iy! wg nas lah er OK On 
7) te Tot si i f i ; iG. ies : 
vk j WA Win \ i ai) ies 


Ni | are, | 
of a il 4 oi \ Ligne f ney, ne i? 
" me a at i 


; ts f un 
es Ye at pee . 
a) eS amie On PR aN 


1g 7 alvs 
i i iW f rh J ' ill | nr) 


245 


research. 
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 


This study has given rise to a long list of suggestions for 
further research but only some of the main ones will be presented for 


consideration in this section. 


i. Intraorganizational Structure 

This study found few intraorganizational differences in 
structure even though Hall (1969) maintained that there were intra- 
Organizational differences in structure on the basis of research he 
had conducted. Further research would be required in order to deter- 
mine if there are few intraorganizational differences in structure 
in post-secondary institutions or the instrument used in this study 
was not sufficiently sensitive to detect the differences. 

The appropriateness of a bureaucratic structural inventory in 
an intraorganizational context is another matter worth investigation. 
While it would appear suitable, there is a possibility that other 
structural measures might be more appropriate or productive. A 
number of alternatives were referred to in the review of related 
literature and one of these might prove a better means of investigating 
intraorganizational structure. 

The problems encountered in the factor analysis of data 


collected with the bureaucratic structural inventory raised a number 


Mpiiecios for’ further research. First ‘of all, is this instrument 


really measuring a two factor construct? Would a return to the six 


subscales as a means of describing structure be indicated? Why did 
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a number of items load Significantly, but negatively, on the factor 


opposite from the one to which they were conceptually related? 


2. Technology 


The concept of technology requires further research. Perrow's 
technology construct is attractive because it is relatively simple 
and suitable for use in comparing technology in different kinds of 
organizations. Perhaps it is too simple. Perhaps the more detailed 
approach to technology assessment which the Aston people developed is 
more valid and meaningful. On the other hand, if a simple construct 
such as this can provide valid and meaningful information, then that 
May be enough. Although the differences in departmental mean scores 
on technology variables were not that great, the location of depart- 
ments on the technology grid made sense. Departments involved in 
instruction or counselling were expected to have a Nonroutine tech- 
nology and they did. On the other hand, Maintenance and tHe Steno 
Pool were expected to have Routine technologies and they did. 
Perrow's technology construct appeared to work in this study. 

The patterns of organizational structure which would be 


compatible with different technologies is another area for further 


research. Although the evidence found in this study was far from 


conclusive, it would appear that the hypothesized relationship 


between structural variables for a Nonroutine technology were 


supported There would be value in discovering structural patterns 


which were compatible with different technologies. Such findings 


might serve to refine organizational theory as well as serve as a 


guide in the structuring of new organizations or the reorganization 
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of existing ones. Clearly, however, further research is required. 


3. Organizational Effectiveness 


It almost goes without saying that organizational effective- 
ness is an area which requires further research. While it is probable 
that organizational effectiveness is one of those concepts which will 
defy thorough understanding for some time to come, further research 
in this area will increase our knowledge of the factors which are 
involved and the relationship between them and other aspects of 
organization. 

The Mott instrument used in this study is a rather simple 
approach to measuring effectiveness. One suggestion for further 
research would be to compare the findings of this instrument with 
other measures of effectiveness. The inherent danger in using an 
instrument such as this is the possibility of oversimplification. On 
the other hand, if valid and meaningful information can be gathered 
in a relatively simple way, there is no problem as long as the 
information is viewed in relation to how it was obtained. Organiza- 
tional effectiveness obviously relates to something more complex 
than perceptual data on productivity, adaptability and overall 


effectiveness. For the purposes of this study, this was taken as 


one kind of indicator of organizational effectiveness. Perhaps 


through further research, other valid but readily available indicators 


of organizational effectiveness could be identified. 


4. Some Alternative Hypotheses for Research 


This study was based on a series of experimental hypotheses 
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which were not found to be Supported in many cases by the data. In 
light of the research findings, the following alternative hypotheses 
appeared to be supported but require verification through research. 

1. Organizational effectiveness will be higher in departments 
of a post-secondary institution when there is high 
Expertise. 

2. Organizational effectiveness will be higher in departments 
of a post-secondary institution when there is low 
Formalization. 

3. Organizational effectiveness will be higher in departments 
of a post-secondary institution when the Number of Excep- 
tional Cases Encountered is high. 

4. In departments of a post-secondary institution with an 
Engineering technology, organizational effectiveness will 
be higher when there is medium Formalization and medium 
Expertise. 

5. In departments in a post-secondary inet teweion with a 
Routine technology, organizational effectiveness will be 


higher when there is low Formalization and high Expertise. 


A Post-script 


This study set out to explore the relationship between organi- 
zational effectiveness and the selected organizational characteristics 


of technology and structure at the intraorganizational level of a 


post-secondary institution in an attempt to clarify what relationships 


technology and structure might have to organizational effectiveness. 


More research into the intraorganizational relationship 
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between these variables would appear to be warranted as we move 
toward developing and refining organizational theory. What may 
emerge is a kind of modular or pluralistic theory of organizations 
which addresses both the differences within as well as the integration 
of these differences into viable, effective, whole organizations. For 
the time being, as Magnusen (1973:28) noted: 


We feel we are confused as ever. But we think we are 
confused on a higher level and about more important things. 
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Office #130-D, Educ. II, 
Dept. of Educational 
Administration, 
Faculty of Education, 
University of Alberta, 
Edmonton, Alberta 


Dear Respondent, 


I am conducting a pilot study of the attached questionnaire 
preparatory to doing research in an Alberta Community College later 
this fall. I would sincerely appreciate your cooperation and 
assistance in completing the attached questionnaire. 


The questionnaire attempts to identify the nature of the work 
you do in your job. Respond to each item as honestly and objectively 
as possible. Please do not attempt to make your work appear any 
simpler or more complex than you really perceive it to be. 


On the basis of the data collected in this pilot study, I 
hope to be able to refine this instrument for use in my research work. 


Completed questionnaires may be returned directly to my 
GEES BO EO 1.6. eine se: is sie: 0:0 ce <ecalote ie) vos wie ee siuislsimieke 


Thank you in advance for your assistance in this regard. 


Yours sincerely, 


Mat Hassen 
Graduate student 
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PERSONAL DATA 


Complete each of the following items. All information will be 
treated confidentially. 


sho am: Mallen ier fp POMaALe? Gece < 
Poe yerageson my last birthday was... cole 


3. The highest level of education achieved (as of December SLO 7) 
was: 


Wee Grades 12 


+--+ College, Technical or Proprietary School: No. of years ...... 
MaoeONLVersity:, Degree (Ss) held... s 2. «cies er ec ariemaee ee ern ene 
aoe SOCKET A (SPEC I By) bi .ieis eo < Seyek. Salers Oh ee eee ee 
Pee oPabtnent sina Which yOu WOLK 24.5 on a5 clue te ¢ arcane ee Re Bye, 
Soouermoles £i. st hte oak dn. oie. ho. haovaes fae ee eee. See 


In completing the following questions regarding work experience, 
respond in terms the nearest number of whole years worked. 


6. Number of years in your present job: 


hPoavleyear J2.e30years +. 4p 5avears tel jeyears See onyears 
--. 2 years tac o4 Syears ies LOMYCaLs i Gcyears or more 


7. Number of years working in this organization: 


nee Syear oe “Ssyears ee. D years ia neuryears jeeeok years 
Jee years soe 2eyears a wOmy CaaS shi Oo. Years or more 


8. Number of years doing work similar to your present job: 


we. blsvyear see Suyears ate Savyeass sear LI=20 (Vrs... oes. 
Je.eecyears ae. G4yyears LetEG—1 OL YS] ick ce SULyES:. or more 


9. Number of years of total work experience: 


1 year oe oO yeaLS «sf SoRVeaLs 2 LL=204yrs a eee 
~a. 4h years PoetG-10 Vrss, <0) 21 Uy re. or more 


f.soe years 


** TO BE COMPLETED, IF YOU WISH, AFTER YOU HAVE RESPONDED TO THE 
ROEPE COMPLETED, IF YOU (WISH, ATER Oe 
QUESTIONNAIRE 


Suaqestions for changes or improvements in the questionnaire 
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NATURE OF THE WORK DONE 


The following items relate to the nature of the work you do in your 
department. Before responding, take a moment to think about your job 
and all of the things which are involved in it. 


Definition of Terms 


1. Exceptional cases - tasks or problems which are nonroutine or some- 
what out-of-the-ordinary. 
2. Procedures or solutions - ways in which one handles the exceptional 
cases which arise in one's job. 


Read each of the following statements. Circle the letter corresponding 
to the ONE which best fits your present job a majority of the time. 


A Few exceptional cases occur; there are established procedures or 
solutions for handling most of them when they occur. 


B Few exceptional cases occur; one must search for appropriate 
procedures or solutions in order to handle such cases when they 
dosoceur: 


c Many exceptional cases occur; one must search for appropriate 
procedures or solutions in order to handle most of these cases 


when they occur. 


D Many exceptional cases occur; there are established procedures or 
solutions for handling most of them when they occur. 


Respond to each of the following items by circling the number under 
the most appropriate response: SD - Strongly Disagree; D - Disagree; 
U - Undecided; A - Agree; SA - Strongly Agree 


SD D U A SA 


1. The tasks involved in my job are always 
the same from one day to the next. 5 


2. Most of the problems which arise in my 
job can be resolved that same day. 


3. My job involves a large number of 
different kinds of tasks. 


4. There are few readily-available solutions 
to the kinds of problems which arise in 


my job. 


5. There is a great deal of variety in my 
alel ee 
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Pach ae 


Someone else is responsible for 
resolving most of the problems which 
I encounter in my job. 


The work demands involved in my job 
cover a broad range of things. 


There are routine procedures for handling 
most of the tasks involved in my job. 


The work I do is similar from one 
hour to the next. 


Many of the problems which arise in my 
job involve complex issues. 


BEAissd:fficuit to predict, in advance, 
what I will have to do in my job from 
one day to the next. 


Most of the problems which arise in my 
job are easily resolved by people with 
jobs similar to mine. 


My job requires me to cope with a series 
of problems, one after another. 


Most of the problems I encounter in my job 
can be resolved within an hour or two, 


My job involves doing similar things at 
the same time every day. 


Most of the problems which I encounter 
in my job are too complex for one 
individual to resolve on his or her own. 


The tasks involved in my job are quite 
different from one another. 


My job requires very little thinking 
to handle the tasks involved. 


I encounter many cases which have to be 
treated individually or uniquely inmy job. 


A person would require a broad range of 
skills in order to handle the tasks 


involved in my job. 


My job is essentially routine in 
nature. 


SD 
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22. I encounter problems in my job for which there are no readily- 
available solutions 


Rarely or Once a Once a Every Every 
never month week few days day 
ue 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B 


FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE TECHNOLOGY INSTRUMENT 
USED IN THE PILOT STUDY 
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Results of a Factor Analysis of the Technology Instrument 
Used in the Pilot Study: Varimax Rotated 


Variable Communality Ractor i! Factor) 2 
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APPENDIX C 


LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN STUDY 
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/=L30D ,VEducation, Li, 

Department of Education 
Administration, 

Faculty of Education, 

The University of Alberta, 

Edmonton, Alberta. 


November 17, 1975 


Dear Respondent, 


As a doctoral student in Educational Administration at the 
University of Alberta, I am conducting a research study in an attempt 
to identify the relationship between the nature of the work people 
do in departments of post-secondary institutions and the ways in 
which that work, and the people engaged in it, are organized. Dr. 

C. D. Stewart has kindly given his permission and approval to conduct 
my study here in Lethbridge Community College. I would sincerely 
appreciate it if you would take the time to be a part of my study. 


I will be here in the College from Monday, November 17th to 
Friday, November 2lst. During this time, I plan to interview a 
number of people who are engaged in different jobs as a double-check 
upon the kinds of questions posed in the attached questionnaire. [In 
addition, I will be available to answer any questions or concerns 
you may have regarding any aspect of my study. 


I appreciate how busy you must be but I hope that you will 
find the time to complete and return the attached questionnaire to 


me by Friday, November 2lst. While questionnaires may be returned 
by mail (courier service) in the envelope provided, I would like to 


be able to take as many completed questionnaires as possible back 
with me at the end of this week. 


Let me assure you that all information collected will be 
handled confidentially and reported in terms of groups of responses 


only. 


Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance in 
this matter. Please feel free to contact me personally at any time 
if there is any way in which I might be of service. 


Respectfully yours, 


Mat R. Hassen, 
Graduate Student 
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PERSONAL DATA 


Complete each of the following by checking the most appropriate response. All 
information will be treated confidentially. 


1, 


2. 


Sex:) Male. .......<% © Female, .....: 


Age category, as of my last birthday: 


Spee, YESS Siadcin 
e@e00 36-40 yrs. 


ese 40 yrs. or less 
eoco 21-25 yrs ° 
eoeo0 26-30 yrs. 


o0ce 0 41-45 yrs. 
sees 0-00 VTS o. 


e000 51-55 yrs. 
sis POU VIS. OL 
older 


The highest level of education achieved (as of December 31,1975) was: 


e000 Grades 1 12 
eee College, Technical School or equivalent 
eee. University: Degree(s) held: Bachelor....;Master....;Doctorate....: 


«oo. Other (please specify) .......¢. 


eooeeseoocoeogeos Oeoeve ees eeaeeeeveeegeeneoese 


In which of the following DIVISIONS do you presently work? 


President's Office .... Administrative Services 
coe Student Services 


Instructional 
Services (Programs) 


... Continuing Ed. 
or Community 
Services 


In which DEPARTMENT do you presently work? ............. wGRRS eek. se 


Which of the following job titles best describes your present job? 


eooed 


President, Vice-President, 
Dean, or Division Director 
Chairman, Director or 
Coordinator of a Department 
Instructor 

Counsellor 

Librarian 

Admin, Assistant, Assistant 
Manager, Supervisor 
Teacher Aide, Technician or 
equivalent 


»ose Maintenance staff 

eooo Lypist, Clerk, Receptionistor 
equivalent 

ooee HXECUtive Secretary or 
equivalent 


IF NONE OF THE PRECEDING ARE 
SUITABLE, PLEASE SPECIFY: 


Job title oo 225 oe ee eee 
Nature of work:done 4. eee ee 


ecoceodoeo0@e#oe*ee*#oee*#e@*#oee#ese?e#se *# Ge *#oeeee © e 


The following items relate to your work experience. Respond in terms of the 
nearest number of full years worked. 


Number of years in present job:...ccceceece 
Number of years in this organization: ..s.ccssssee 


Number of years doing similar Work:......2seee0 
Number of years of work experience since leaving high schoo... cee. 


NAM Se an eS Sh SF 


ich ae nh He a ri i ry, 
vit Ye bovine talaga oer rt 


” By a 


Hi 


fa Ann ale a Wines apeea’ Tey aiinty ts r 


y i rei fi ; Oe i a fy ah in Pay ii : 
vi pols, eee » vad iy awe ee \ 1 Lf : 
baie we fs ; ty ee ee w } if Me pu 


i at Om be aD tee ee wh 
y SOS ef ; ih tog Aight ho 
': MAP an ah We nia 
yi i i Ane ntanni ia 
‘ ‘ | a i yt i I y= 
- 7 i - ‘ i aT i p m0 
- hip y SAA. i iy 
; } i vA Wit 
oA / i dae ih w i fy a 5 a 1 i’ 
Wwe Iai ail ieta ; H > py ? V fh Mia 
% iy fh ere Cl * & 
‘ H Ps rN i et ee m i 
egret a Hh wali ginndy i) yy Vt ah a ibe (05 meg ae i om 
j ' 4 wen evs i ' . bi 
air aE ‘i my 
af ih 4 pms ee er a | tivtes 
“hata Nan 
\ hill 4 
ye ee ee 7 on 
| 
1 . r ‘ 
} 
Bln 
i 1 re 1 mi Pal 1 
. \ i t i) ek ay I deoaly 
' ren i } 
a, he’ i a bf } i 


, | i * 
t ’ ‘. ely 
’ J ; ft rT 
. ey betes is Wanted j Tape 
1 i j VF ae bay 
: Pld i i ’ ian vipy an i Hy f i ah yt) i eae 
eid 5 dies kala aun ASU oak ee Lon 
ba 
ed yaa ! co Niel Aye tose x 
f . ee ee pe a 4 pis * okt 4, ia 
' a ee a ie ae y i ae Meal A ne gain very. eas 
{ Wi Oh) ig it A mi j vy ia | re he 
J } ie SM rh r 
gel A j i 
ie a AL CPP ores han phily ny ist enn ied Shinatleat 
j ( - , Coal i ae t 
| ul Y ri af u i HG win 2° . . ra | ty a " dian \ Mg 


Bt 4 . sr) ! 


a he a) pee ; pS ED bhi vey: ab fh THe whe | eh sina vo 


ae a nyt} SE hy ; a 4 + sear 


| er me Matvl i i 1% we) ieee 
CRANE PLEIN, rw: vin sts bud 16 Dy weal va 
Nove ann + Bean, i Ti if 


ve | Be 


iin ea) 
} f + «a 


ay if | | ¥ ; tal " ' ] i, | tis sHiaA lates r 
Wid me ith Ate 


re) ay iy 7 
e i) rot Ytien 


if, ee i agi 


ei abelb lia 


AN va 
ar woe ane ad 


PART I! 


The following items relate to the nature of the work you do in your department. 


NATURE OF THE WORK DONE 


Circle the response to each item which is most appropriate to your job a majority 


of the time. (SA - Strongly Agree; A - Agree; U - Undecided; D - Disagree; 


SD - Strongly Disagree) 


1, 


at 


12. 


13. 


14.. 


My job involves a large number of tasks. 


Most of the problems which arise in my job are 
easily resolved. 


There is a great deal of variety in my job. 


There are few readily-available solutions to the 
kinds of problems which arise in my job. 


The work I do is similar from one hour to the 
next, 


Most of the problems which arise in my job 
involve complex issues. 


The tasks involved in my job are quite different 
from one another. 


There are routine procedures for handling most 
of the tasks involved in my job. 


My job requires me to cope with a series of 
problems, one after another. 


Someone else is responsible for resolving many 
of the problems which I encounter in my job. 


The tasks involved in my job are always the same 
from one day to the next. 


My job requires little extensive thinking in order 
to handle the tasks involved. 


Most of the problems I encounter in my job can 
be handled within an hour or two of when they 


arise, 


Most of the problems I encounter in my job 
involve issues which are too complex for one 
individual to resolve on his or her own. 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 


SA 
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SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 


SD 
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DEPARTMENTAL INVENTORY 


The following items relate to the way in which people and work are organized in 


your department. 
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Respond to each item by circling the most appropriate response 


for a majority of the time in your department, (DT- Definitely True; PT- Partially 


True; U- Undecided; PF- Partially False; DF- Definitely False) 


1. 


1h, 


12. 


ins 


14, 


15. 


For the most part, people who want to make their 
work decisions are discouraged from doing so in this 
department, 


There are overlaps in people's jobs and responsibilities 
in this department, 


Promotion in this department is based entirely upon 
how well a person does his or her job, 


Rules regarding when people arrive and depart for the 
day are strictly enforced in this department. 


People in this department get their orders from 
"higher up' in the college. 


The use of a wide variety of methods to get work done 
is encouraged in this department. 


People must possess above-average qualifications 
before they are hired to work in this department, 
People in this department are allowed to do as they 
please in their job. 


We are expected to be courteous but reserved at all 
times with students or members of the public with 
whom we may come in contact in our job. 


There are overlaps in people's jobs and responsibilities 
in the college as a whole. 


Promotions or extra salary increments are based on 
objective evaluations of a person's work and 
capabilities. 

People in this department are expected to follow strict 
operating procedures in doing their assigned work. 


There can be little action in this department until a 
supervisor approves a decision. 

Times for coffee breaks and lunch hours are strictly 
enforced in this department. 


People must have above-average abilities before they 
are hired to work in this department. 
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16, 


ay, 


18, 


19. 


20. 


7 


22. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


ate 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31, 


Each person in this department is responsible to a 
supervisor to whom he or she regularly reports 


Going through 'proper channels' with complaints or 
requests is constantly stressed in this department, 


Administrators and supervisors in this department 
avoid social contact with people who work here, 


People in this department are required to do jobs 
for which they have no particular training or 
preparation. 


Promotions and extra salary increments are based 
on the personal preferences of those who make such 
decisions in this department. 


A person in this department is expected to abide by 
the spirit of the rules rather than by the letter of 
the rules. 


A person in this department can make decisions 
without having to first check with anyone else. 


There is only one way to do a job in this department 
and that's the supervisor's way. 


Past work experience plays a major part in who is 
hired to work in this department, 


Nothing is said if a person in this department arrives 
a little late or departs a little early from time to time. 


I have to ask my supervisor before I can go ahead and 
do most of the things in my job. 


People in this department socialize with fellow workers 
outside of the job. 


Support staff (typists, aides, maintenance staff, etc.) 
provide assistance whenever required or requested. 


The same procedures are to be followed in almost all 
situations in handling the work in this department, 


There isn't much of a chance for promotion or extra 
increments in this department unless one is 'in' with 


those who make such decisions. 


People in this department are constantly being checked 
up for rule violations. 
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No one can get the necessary supplies or materials 
without first getting the supervisor's permission or 
approval. 


There is a written manual of rules, regulations and 
procedures for people to follow. 


Many people are hired to work in this department 
because they have attractive personalities, or other 
personal features, rather than for their qualifications 
or abilities to do the job. 


Whenever we encounter a problem in our work, we 
are supposed to go to the same person for the answer. 


Administrators or supervisors prefer to be called by 
their proper names (and titles, if they have one) rather 
than be on a first-name basis. 


People have to do a lot of unnecessary work which 
could, or should, be done by someone else. 


Even small matters have to be referred to a 
supervisor for a final answer. 


Written instructions or orders from ‘higher ups' 
are carried out unquestioningly. 


In order to get a promotion or a salary increase in 
this department, one has to be an 'insider' or 'know'! 
somebody important in the college. 


'Red Tape! is a problem in getting anything done around 
here. 


Many of the decisions I make have to have my 
supervisor's approval. 


During regular working hours, people are expected not 
to leave their department without permission of their 


supervisor. 


Promotion is based upon how well you are liked. 


People only do what they were hired to do and nothing 
more, especially if it involves something someone 


else was hired to do. 


No matter what personal problems a person in this . 
department may have from time to time, everyone 1s 


treated in the same way at all times. 
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PART TV EPPECTIVENESS 


Every worker produces something in his or her work. It may be a "product" or 
a "service", Because it is sometimes difficult to identify the various products or 
services, the following list of examples is provided. 


Types material Instruction Building maintenance 
Reports, studies, surveys Counselling Community relations 
Filing Testing, evaluation Management meetings 
Food preparation Policy development Planning 

Program development Budgeting Performance appraisal 


Think about the things which you produce in your work and the things which are 
produced by other people in your department, 


1 


In thinking about the things which are produced by people in your department, 
how much would you say they are producing? 


Productionis Productionis Productionis Productionis Production is 


very low fairly low neither high fairly high very high 
nor low 
1 2 3 4, 5 


Of the things produced by people in your department, how would you assess 
the quality of the products or services produced? 


Quality is Quality is Quality is Quality is Quality is 
low or poor not too good fair good. excellent 
1 2 3 4 5 


Do people in your department seem to get maximum output from the resources 
(money, people, time, equipment, etc.) they have available? That is, 


how efficiently do they do their work? 


Do not work Not very Fairly They are quite They are 
efficiently efficiently efficiently efficient extremely 
efficient 
1 2 3 4 5 


How good a job do people in your department do in anticipating problems that 
may come up in the future and either preventing them from occurring, or 


minimizing their effects when they do occur? 


Anticipation of Anticipation is Fair job of Very good Bacetlent 
problems is not very good anticipation job of anticipation 
anticipation 


poor 
1 . 2 3 4 5 
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From time to time, new ways are found to do the work in your department, 
How good a job do people in your department do in keeping up with those 
changes which could have a direct effect on the ways in which they do their 
jobs? 


Do a poor job Not too good _=— A: fair Do a good Do an excellent job 
of keeping up a job job job of keeping up 


1 2 3 4 3) 
When changes are made to the routines, procedures or equipment involved in 


the work of your department, how quickly do people in your department accept 
and adjust to these changes? 


Accept/adjust Rather Fairly Accept/adjust Accept/adjust 
very slowly slowly rapidly quite rapidly immediately 
1 2 3 4 5 


What proportion of the people in your department readily accept and adjust to 
changes when they are made? 


Considerably Slightly less Slightly more Considerably Practically 
less than half than half than half more thanhalf everyone 


J 2 3 4 5) 


From time to time, job-related problems arise which require some kind of 
problem-solving activity. How adequate is the problem-solving process in 


your department? 


Totally Not very Fairly Quite 
inadequate adequate adequate adequate Excellent 
if 2 3 4 5 


From time to time, emergencies arise such as crash programs, work running 
far behind schedules and deadlines, major equipment problems and so on, 

When these emergency situations occur, they usually mean work overloads 

for many people. Some work groups cope with such situations more readily 
and successfully than others. How would you rate the people in your department 
when it comes to coping with these kinds if situations? 


They do a They do not They do a They doa They do an 
poor job do very well fair job good job excellent job 
1 2 3 4 5 


In general, how would you rate the overall effectiveness of your department? 


Very low Quite low Average Quite High Very High 
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20 November, 1975 


Faculty and Staff 
Lethbridge Community College 


Dear Respondent: 


I would like to thank you for having taken the time to complete and 
return my research questionnaire. I fully appreciate that extra 
demands such as this are a nuisance at times, but cooperation from 
people such as yourself is critical for graduate students who are 
attempting to meet the research requirements of their programs. 


If you have not, as yet, had a chance to complete the questionnaire, 
please try to do so. As much as is humanly possible, respond to 
the items as you might have done last week, for example, before the 
events of this week occurred. My study is dependent upon a high 
rate of return from every school and department in the college. 


I'll be in the College (Board Room) until approximately 3:00 p.m. 
Friday, November 21st. Arrangements have been made, however, to 
send any remaining questionnaires to me via the government's courier 


service. 


A copy of the dissertation will be forwarded to the college upon 
completion. 


Thank you once again for your cooperation and assistance. 


Respecfully yours, 


Mat R. Hassen 
Graduate Student 
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Results of a Factor Analysis of the Technology 
Instrument Used in the Study: Varimax Rotated 


Variable Communality Factor 1 Factor 2 
ni 429 -204 2-023 
2 - 568 -.060 ctou 
3 564 » .418 -624 
4 -616 -.014 iets) 
5 2209 -628 339, 
6 -564 =f 7 743 
7 -453 -648 . 180 
8 -683 - 826 -034 
9 - 266 ~516 003 

10 -596 744 206 
ry Ler -676 -244 
12 <L38 =LO00 7305 
13 648 415 ASHES) 
14 eal ed2l -020 

6.973 3 7 0 3.2603 


Percentage of 
Common Variance 100.000 5G o9 46.801 


Percentage of 
Total Variance 49.808 26.498 23% 31) 
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Results of a Factor Analysis of the Structural 
Instrument Used in the Study: Varimax Rotated 


Variable Communality Bactornul Bactor, 2 
i 299 .089 -.470 
2 pee -.229 -.346 
3 220 443 159 
4 . 387 436 -.444 
5 .103 289 .140 
6 344 2332 -.483 
7 .407 =a -.555 
8 .193 Sones -.382 
9 204 .116 -.539 

10 SLAg pally) -.358 
i 552 686 285 
12 666 .807 2A 
13 .026 .108 -.118 
14 241 .467 153 
1 . 306 530 -.160 
16 .035 .186 Ou 
17 395 .625 -.061 
18 . 370 Beek ~.106 
19 pete .053 -.388 
20 .464 .681 5 Os. 
aul ages .458 030 
22 By, “539 --163 
32 2a) - 530 ~-079 
24 <235 -455 ~-166 
25 . 186 —.254 ~- 348 
26 324 549 2S 
| 357 -450 —.392 
28 .149 Ry) -.333 
29 .020 .142 008 
30 bal iS 285 - 306 
31 053 -178 ee 
32 .018 say 072 
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Results of a Factor Analysis of Structural Items Selected 
for Use in Forming the Structural Subscales 


Variable Communality Factor 1 Factor 2 
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF EFFECTIVENESS INSTRUMENT 
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Results of a Factor Analysis of the Effectiveness 
Instrument Used in the Study: Varimax Rotated 


Variable Communality Factor 1 Factor 2 
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Common Variance 100.000 58.476 41.524 


Percentage of 
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